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Part I 


A NEW APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF JOHN THE BAPTIST 


While the Gospel of Matthew is a story about Jesus, other characters 
also play important roles in the narrative. These include such notable 
figures as Peter, the disciples as a group, and the religious leaders, all of 
whom have drawn considerable scrutiny from biblical scholars. One 
character who has received relatively little attention, however, is John 
the Baptist. At first glance, this neglect may appear to be justified; after 
all, John's role in baptizing Jesus is but one small component in the 
vast array of details making up the story of Jesus. However, a closer 
look at Matthew's Gospel reveals that, apart from the baptismal scene, 
John is referred to no less than seven times in the story-line. 

Why does Matthew keep coming back to John? What role does 
Matthew have for him in this Gospel? To address these questions, this 
study adopts a literary-critical approach. Part I acts as a prelude to the 
exegetical work of this study: Chapter 1 surveys the past 200 years of 
historical studies on John and also the redaction-critical studies on John 
in Matthew's Gospel, Chapter 2 sets out the particular literary-critical 
methodology to be used, and Chapter 3 discusses the issue of what 
constitutes an appropriate structure for the exegetical work following in 
Part II. 


Chapter 1 


HISTORY OF RESEARCH ON JOHN THE BAPTIST 


To a large extent, the history of research on John the Baptist has run on 
a parallel track to the development of research on Jesus. For this reason, 
this survey of the history of research on John follows the contours of 
the research on Jesus. 


Historical Studies on John the Baptist 


Just over two centuries ago, Gospel studies were on the brink of a new 
era with the work of Herman Samuel Reimarus. Up to that time, the 
Gospels were regarded as reliable historical sources of the words and 
deeds of Jesus. However, the influence of seventeenth- and eighteenth- 
century deism served to undermine this view of the Gospels. Deism 
rejected both the supernatural components of the Gospels and the pre- 
vailing dogmatic views on Jesus; thus, it prompted a rethinking of the 
traditional picture of Jesus as portrayed in the Gospels. In this way, the 
age of critical scholarship on Jesus was born. Critical scholarship 
attempted to get behind the Jesus of the Gospels to the Jesus of history 
in what has come to be known as the ‘Quest of the Historical Jesus’. 
While this quest has held a prominent place in the annals of New Tes- 
tament research, another less prominent quest developed alongside it, 
namely, the "Ouest of the Historical John the Baptist’. 

Both of these quests were inaugurated by Reimarus's "Von dem 
Zwecke Jesu und seiner Jünger', published posthumously in the late 
1770s.! In this section of his unpublished manuscript, Reimarus probes 


1. English translation: Hermann Samuel Reimarus, ‘Concerning the Intention 
of Jesus and his Teaching', in Charles H. Talbert (ed.), Reimarus: Fragments 
(trans. Ralph S. Fraser; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970), pp. 59-269, which con- 
stitutes one section of Apologie oder Schutzschrift für die vernünftigen Verehrer 
Gottes which Reimarus left unpublished during his lifetime. 
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behind the Jesus and John of the Gospels and finds a pair of revolution- 
aries trying to bring about a political kingdom on earth with Jesus as its 
messianic ruler. In order that Jesus might be established as Messiah, the 
two attempt to incite the Jewish people to rebel against the existing 
authorities. 

According to Reimarus, John's role in this ploy is to plant in the 
people's minds the idea that Jesus is the long-awaited Messiah. To this 
end, John pretends not to know Jesus when he comes for baptism, 
feigns reception of heavenly revelations immediately after Jesus is 
baptized, and speaks of Jesus as the Christ, the Son of God.? As 
Reimarus put it, John engages in 'pre-arranged trickery and decep- 
tion"? Therefore, the quest of the historical John the Baptist begins 
with a picture of John as a conniving revolutionary. 

Reimarus's work is significant because it anticipates the direction 
that Gospel studies would take over a century later. Reimarus had no 
influence, however, on scholarship of his own time. Instead, the direc- 
tion of Gospel studies was set by a rationalistic perspective born of the 
Enlightenment. With its emphasis on reason, rationalism could not 
accept the supernatural phenomena portrayed in the Gospels. As a 
result, scholars of this era tended to be preoccupied with providing nat- 
ural explanations for the supernatural phenomena in the Gospel 
accounts.* 

In this era dominated by a rationalistic perspective, David Friedrich 
Strauss’s The Life of Jesus Critically Examined’ stands out as an 
anomaly. Like Reimarus's essay of six decades earlier, it was far ahead 
of its time. Based on his analysis of the Gospel accounts, Strauss 
asserts that the vast majority of the stories are predominantly myth, 


2. Reimarus, ‘Concerning the Intention’, pp. 139-41. 

3. Reimarus, 'Concerning the Intention', p. 140. 

4. See, for example, Friedrich Schleiermacher, The Life of Jesus (trans. S. 
MacLean Gilman; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), especially his general dis- 
cussions on miracles (pp. 25-29, 193-94, 197-98) and his treatments of Jesus' 
virgin birth (pp. 56-62), his temptation in the wilderness (pp. 153-55), his healing 
miracles (pp. 202-206), his exorcisms (pp. 211-12) and his bringing dead people 
back to life (pp. 217-18). 

5. David Friedrich Strauss, The Life of Jesus Critically Examined (ed. Peter C. 
Hodgson; trans. George Eliot; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972); originally pub- 
lished in 1835. 

6. By ‘myth’, Strauss means narrative detail that is the product of an idea of 
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and thus unhistorical. While he does find isolated pieces of historical 
fact, he makes no attempt to gather them together into a portrait of the 
historical Jesus. Therefore, it is not surprising that he also does not con- 
struct a portrait of the historical John. Such a portrait, however, may be 
gleaned from his work. 

According to Strauss, the historical John engaged in a ministry of 
baptism that was most likely derived from Judaic religious lustrations.’ 
While Strauss maintains that John did in fact baptize Jesus, he also 
claims that, at the time of the baptism, John did not actually believe that 
Jesus was the Messiah.® In fact, Strauss asserts that John had counted 
Jesus as one of his followers. In this way, John was able to influence 
Jesus with his beliefs in the approaching messianic kingdom. Only after 
John’s imprisonment did Jesus start his own ministry, thus carrying on 
the work started by John, although with some modifications.’ 

Although Strauss’s analysis represented a major advancement in the 
quest of the historical Jesus, it had no influence on the course of Gospel 
studies in his day; the rationalistic studies that dominated scholarship at 
that time simply continued unabated for decades. 

During the first hundred years of critical scholarship on the Gospels, 
the figure of John did not enjoy independent standing. Reimarus and 
Strauss are representative of the way John was treated: attention 
accorded him did not amount to much more than ancillary analyses in 
works devoted to the life of Jesus. The final decades of the nineteenth 
century were to witness an end to such neglect of John. Numerous 
books appeared that focused exclusively on John, thus granting him an 
identity of his own.!? These books, however, are almost entirely non- 
critical;'' in analyzing the life of John, they unreservedly accept the 


the early Christians, as opposed to an expression of an actual fact (Life of Jesus, 
pp. 86-87). 

7. Strauss, Life of Jesus, p. 215. 

8. Strauss, Life of Jesus, pp. 219-29. 

9. Strauss, Life of Jesus, p. 233. 

10. Examples include Archibaid McCullagh, The Peerless Prophet; or, The Life 
and Times of John the Baptist (New York: Anson D.F. Randolph, 1888); Ross C. 
Houghton, John the Baptist, the Forerunner of our Lord: His Life and Work (New 
York: Hunt & Eaton, 1889); J. Feather, The Last of the Prophets: A Study of the 
Life, Teaching, and Character of John the Baptist (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 
1894); F.B. Meyer, John the Baptist (New York: Revell, 1900). 

11. Both Houghton, John the Baptist, p. 99, and Feather, Last of the Prophets, 
pp. 94-95 and 98-99, appear to be familiar with Strauss’s work, although neither 
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Gospel accounts as accurate historical records. 

By the 1860s, the impact of rationalism on Gospel studies was in 
decline. In its place, theological liberalism was on the ascent as the 
dominant influence on the study of Jesus. As a result of theological lib- 
eralism's focus on the ethical and spiritual elements of the Gospels, the 
quest of the historical Jesus throughout the late nineteenth century pro- 
duced portraits of Jesus primarily as an ethical teacher.? 

These portraits are severely criticized in Albert Schweitzer's The 
Quest of the Historical Jesus.? Schweitzer accuses them of transform- 
ing the first-century Jesus into a nineteenth-century figure. Schweitzer 
contends that it is necessary for Jesus to be viewed within the context 
of Jewish apocalypticism, for this movement reached its apex during 
the first century and culminated in Jesus as well as John the Baptist and 
Paul 7 So, according to Schweitzer, the portraits of Jesus that had 
emerged from the perspective of theological liberalism are flawed 
because of their failure to include the key element of ‘eschatology’. 

Schweitzer describes the early first century as a time when expecta- 
tions of imminent judgment and subsequent glory were running high. 
According to Schweitzer, these expectations gave rise to a desire 
among the Jewish people to find some way to guarantee that they 
would survive the judgment and thus achieve the subsequent glory. In 
response to this concern, John set forth his baptism as a means to 
ensure certainty of this glory. Schweitzer believes that Jewish apoca- 
lypticism expected the final judgment to be preceded by both the out- 
pouring of the Spirit spoken of by Joel and the coming of Elijah spoken 
of by Malachi. John combined these two expectations by announcing 
the coming of the one who was greater than himself (Elijah), who 


make any attempt to refute it. Further, Feather presents a source-critical discussion 
of the Two-Source Hypothesis, but finds against the existence of Q (pp. 147-53). 

12. Adolf von Harnack, What Is Christianity? (trans. Thomas Bailey Saunders; 
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), demonstrates a portrait of Jesus that reflects the 
perspective of theological liberalism. For Harnack, Jesus was a morality preacher 
(p. 46). Further, the gospel Jesus preached was an ethical message (p. 70), and the 
entirety of his teaching concerned 'the higher righteousness' and 'the new com- 
mandment of love' (p. 77). 

13. Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of its 
Progress From Reimarus to Wrede (trans. W. Montgomery; New York: Macmillan, 
1948); originally published in 1906. 

14. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 367. 

15. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, pp. 377-78. 
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would baptize with the Spirit (the outpouring of the Spirit). Therefore, 
John saw himself as the forerunner of Elijah. Jesus, on the other hand, 
felt compelled to identify John as Elijah himself because he believed 
that the appearance of Elijah had to occur before his own manifestation 
as the Son of Man.! 

Scholars often assert that, with this study, Schweitzer brought an end 
to the ‘first quest’ of the historical Jesus and moved scholarship into a 
period of ‘no quest’, that is, a period in which scholars no longer sought 
to reconstruct the life of the historical Jesus. It should be pointed out, 
however, that Schweitzer did not bring an end to the 'first quest'; as 
noted above, he himself offered a contribution to it. Instead, the period 
of ‘no quest’ came about as the result of a growing awareness that the 
Gospels do not constitute reliable sources of historical data on the life 
of Jesus. Through the work of such authors as William Wrede,!” schol- 
arship began to appreciate the extent to which these documents are 
theologically motivated. As a result, the Gospels came to be seen as 
sources of historical facts about the lives of the communities producing 
them rather than sources of historical facts about the life of Jesus. With 
form criticism's shift of focus to the communities behind the Gospels, 
no focus remained on the historical Jesus. 

If scholars no longer accepted the Gospels as reliable historical 
sources on the life of Jesus, it would seem to follow that they would not 
accept them as reliable historical sources on the life of John. The same 
views that brought an end to the quest of the historical Jesus might well 
have brought an end to the quest of the historical John. However, the 
quest of John did not end. Indeed, the form-critical methodology that 
totally ignored the question of the historical Jesus was the methodology 
of choice during the first half of the twentieth century as scholars con- 
tinued to search for details on the historical John. 

During this half-century period, form criticism produced four major 
studies on John the Baptist.!® The first is Martin Dibelius’s Die 


16. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, pp. 373-76. 

17. William Wrede, The Messianic Secret (trans. J.C.G. Greig; Cambridge: 
James Clarke, 1971); originally published in 1901. 

18. In the midst of these four major studies is one other that did not use this 
methodology: Robert Eisler, The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist: According to 
Flavius Josephus’ Recently Rediscovered ‘Capture of Jerusalem’ and the Other 
Jewish and Christian Sources (trans. Alexander Haggerty Knappe; New York: Dial 
Press, 1931). Eisler asserts that an Old Russian version of Josephus’s Jewish War 
preserves the author’s intentions much more accurately than does the extant Greek 
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urchristliche Überlieferung von Johannes dem Tüufer.? Dibelius 
begins his study by attempting to ascertain the most reliable sources of 
historical data on John. He argues that the Christian community had a 
strong interest in preserving the words of Jesus; therefore, this part of 
the tradition would have solidified the earliest. Because of this, 
Dibelius concludes that, within the Gospels, the words of Jesus consti- 
tute the best sources of historical data. Thus, he holds that the words of 
Jesus pertaining to John represent the most reliable sources of historical 
data on John.” Based on this conclusion, Dibelius first analyzes Jesus’ 
sayings on John, and then moves on to examine the narrative sections 
on John in light of his analysis of Jesus’ words. 

According to Dibelius, John appeared as a prophet in the southern 
part of the Jordan Valley.”) Although the topic of his preaching was 
repentance, John did not come across as the morality preacher Josephus 
depicted him to be. Instead, he came across as an eschatological 
preacher who proclaimed the coming Messiah as a judge who would 
punish the unrighteous.? However, Dibelius asserts that, at the time 
John baptized Jesus, John did not recognize Jesus as this Messiah. 
Indeed, it was only after the imprisoned John heard about Jesus that he 
started to wonder whether Jesus might be the Messiah.” 

Dibelius's study represents a kind of prolegomenon to twentieth- 
century form-critical work on the life of John the Baptist. Although it 
does not constitute a ‘Life of John’ with separate chapters on such 
topics as prophecies pertaining to John, his birth, his food and clothing, 
his baptism, his preaching and his death, it does establish the ground- 
work for subsequent form-critical work on John. One such study is 


version, because the latter is the end-product of censorship by the Church. The Old 
Russian version speaks of a certain unnamed ‘wild man’, whom Eisler identifies as 
John the Baptist (pp. 223-26). This wild man was a high-priest—akin to an army 
chaplain—who prayed over Jewish rebels engaging in battle against Rome (pp. 
265-66). He also administered a baptism that was a proselyte baptism for those who 
had committed apostasy by submitting to Rome, and who now wanted to be rein- 
stated as Jews (pp. 268-69). 

19. Martin Dibelius, Die urchristliche Überlieferung von Johannes dem Täufer 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911). 

20. Dibelius, Die urchristliche Uberlieferung, p. 2. 

21. Dibelius, Die urchristliche Uberlieferung, pp. 132-33. 

22. Dibelius, Die urchristliche Uberlieferung, pp. 133-34. 

23. Dibelius, Die urchristliche Uberlieferung, p. 140. 
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Maurice Goguel’s Au seuil de l'Evangile: Jean-Baptiste." Goguel 
asserts that, while Christian tradition has seen John's whole identity as 
tied up in the term 'precursor',? this view does not reflect the historical 
reality concerning John. According to Goguel, the witnesses of the 
New Testament to John tend to adapt him into this role of precursor, 
thus leaving his true thoughts and work hidden. Nevertheless, Goguel is 
convinced that in these witnesses it is possible to detect the traditions 
on which the evangelists worked, and from these traditions it is possible 
to derive a picture of the historical John the Baptist.” 

According to Goguel, John was a preacher whose message consisted 
of high moral teachings and a call to repentance.”’ John presented both 
the necessity of repentance and his baptism as its seal. In addition, his 
baptism acted as a rite of purification and a rite of admission into the 
group organized around John.*® Goguel argues that Jesus did receive 
baptism from John, and for a time was even a disciple of John.? How- 
ever, based on his reading of the Gospel of John, Goguel asserts, 
‘... Jesus, after working on lines similar to those of the Baptist, sepa- 
rated from him as a result of a dispute or a discussion, due to a differ- 
ence of opinion about purification or the question of baptism'.?? Goguel 
suggests that after this separation, John viewed Jesus as 'an unfaithful 
disciple and almost a renegade' .?! 

Ernst Lohmeyer is the third scholar to conduct a major form-critical 
exploration of John.?? Lohmeyer believes that John holds a decisive 
significance in the historical development of early Christianity. For 
Lohmeyer, the essence of the Church's message was the imminent end 
that God had set for all people and things. While Lohmeyer admits that 
Jesus was an early proclaimer of this eschatological message, he argues 
that, since Jesus had been John's disciple, John's eschatological 


24. Maurice Goguel, Au seuil de l'Evangile: Jean-Baptiste (Paris: Payot, 1928); 
Goguel's findings on John the Baptist are found in a condensed form in his later 
book, The Life of Jesus (trans. Olive Wyon; New York: Macmillan, 1933). 

25. Goguel, Au seuil de l'Evangile, p. 9. 

26. Goguel, Au seuil de l'Evangile, p. 12. 

27. Goguel, Life of Jesus, pp. 266-67. 

28. Goguel, Life of Jesus, p. 268. 

29. Goguel, Life of Jesus, p. 269. 

30. Goguel, Life of Jesus, p. 275. 

31. Goguel, Life of Jesus, p. 279. 

32. Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum. 1. Buch: Johannes der Täufer 
(Góttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1932). 
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proclamation preceded that of Jesus. Therefore, John holds the distinc- 
tion of being the first proclaimer of this essential component of the 
Church's message.*? 

In painting his portrait of John, Lohmeyer focuses on John’s relation- 
ship to his Jewish background. He argues that John’s message offered 
the Jewish people liberation from the cultus.** According to Lohmeyer, 
John was a high-priestly figure?? who acted as a mediator, dispensing 
knowledge of salvation and offering baptism as a means of unifying the 
Jewish people 28 

Lohmeyer also sees John in the role of forerunner for the one who 
was to bring about the eschatological completion of all things; there- 
fore, Lohmeyer recognizes John as part of the dawning age.” Yet 
Lohmeyer views John as a person caught in the middle of the two ages, 
separated from his own people, yet working for them, and separated 
from the decisive day and the bringer of the eschatological completion, 
yet announcing them both.?? 

The last of the four major form-critical works that dominated the 
quest of the historical John during the first half of the twentieth century 
is Carl Kraeling’s John the Baptist.” Kraeling sees significance in 
John's presence in the wilderness;^ he argues that this separation from 
society was the result of John's relationship with the priesthood. 
Kraeling points out that John himself was from priestly circles, albeit 
rural ones.*’ Further, Kraeling suggests that John may have become 
disenchanted by the secularization of the urban Jerusalem priesthood 
and may even have been brushed aside in his attempts to be ordained 
because of his rural background.* Kraeling concludes that such experi- 
ences could have been responsible for driving John into the wilderness 
where contact with the supernatural was more immediate.^ 


33. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, pp. 3-5. 

34. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, pp. 172-73. 

35. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, p. 183. 

36. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, p. 187. 

37. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, p. 187. 

38. Lohmeyer, Das Urchristentum, p. 187. 

39. Carl H Kraeling, John the Baptist (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 
1951). 

40. Kraeling, John the Baptist, pp. 15-16. 

41. Kraeling, John the Baptist, pp. 20-23. 

42. Kraeling, John the Baptist, pp. 24-27. 

43. Kraeling, John the Baptist, p. 28. 
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Kraeling characterizes the John who emerged from the wilderness as 
a prophet. In support of this picture, Kraeling points to two pieces of 
evidence: (1) John's own words, which place him in the prophetic tra- 
dition,^^ and (2) Jesus" words about John, which depict John as a 
prophet, but further as the one sent to prepare the way for the events of 
the last days.^ 

Kraeling agrees with Goguel that Jesus had been a disciple of John 
and that Jesus had subsequently broken with him.^* However, while 
Goguel posits a break based on principle, Kraeling holds that the break 
occurred as a result of Jesus' experience of the presence of the King- 
dom. Kraeling argues that Jesus saw events advancing toward the 
fulfillment of the purpose of history, and thus Jesus believed that the 
time for John's fasting and withdrawal was gone. Kraeling concludes 
that Jesus still respected John, but found his program inappropriate for 
the presence of the Kingdom.*’ 

The works of Dibelius, Goguel, Lohmeyer and Kraeling demonstrate 
vastly superior historical analysis in comparison to the studies of the 
second half of the nineteenth century produced from the perspective of 
theological liberalism. However, each of these form-critical studies of 
John exhibits the same methodological weakness: the tendency to use 
details from the Gospel accounts without first determining their relia- 
bility as historical data. Therefore, by the middle of the twentieth cen- 
tury, the quest of the historical John still awaited a definitive historical 
study on John. 

A turning point in Gospel studies came in 1953 when Ernst Káse- 
mann gave an address entitled ‘The Problem of the Historical Jesus" 28 
This address brought to an end the period of ‘no quest’ in the study of 
the historical Jesus. In its place emerged a new movement of research 
that probed the Gospel accounts for historical details on Jesus. This 
movement has come to be known as ‘The New Quest of the Historical 
Jesus’. This new quest focused on the sayings of Jesus, applying the 


44. Kraeling saw John’s use of images involving a threshing floor and trees 
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48. Ernst Kasemann, ‘The Problem of the Historical Jesus’, in Essays on New 
Testament Themes (trans. W.J. Montague; Naperville, IL: Allenson, 1964), pp. 15- 
47. 
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principles of dissimilarity? and multiple attestation in an attempt to 
separate the authentic sayings from the inauthentic ones. 

The quest of the historical John the Baptist was not affected by this 
new methodological development. Instead, scholars were preoccupied 
with a different development in the biblical studies of that time: the 
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Noting similarities between the the- 
ologies of John and the Dead Sea Scrolls, scholars speculated whether 
John had been a member of the Qumran community. 

The first scholar to write on a possible connection between John and 
Qumran was William Brownlee. In 1950, Brownlee discussed this issue 
in the last few pages of an article entitled ‘A Comparison of the 
Covenanters of the Dead Sea Scrolls with Pre-Christian Jewish Sects' .?? 
On the basis of this brief analysis, Brownlee offers a tentative sugges- 
tion that John's life and teachings are rooted in the Qumran com- 
munity. A few years later, Brownlee wrote an article to explore this 
possibility in more detail.?! As a result of this more thorough study, he 
concludes that it was 'not at all improbable' that John had spent his 
childhood at Qumran.?? In coming to this conclusion, Brownlee extracts 
the content of John's teachings from a survey of the Gospels and com- 
pares each component of these teachings to the corresponding views 
expressed in the Qumran literature. Brownlee finds that almost every 
detail of John’s teaching has a point of contact with Essene belief." It 
should be noted, however, that for the most part Brownlee does not 
address the preliminary issue of whether the Gospel accounts can be 
considered reliable historical sources.?* 

John A.T. Robinson? approaches the issue of a possible connection 
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54. One notable exception is evident in Brownlee’s handling of passages found 
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between John and Qumran in much the same way as Brownlee. 
Robinson also compares the data on John in the Gospels with the 
details on the Qumran community in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Like 
Brownlee, Robinson also fails to demonstrate a full appreciation of the 
problems related to using the Gospels as sources of information on the 
historical John.? His discussion of the parallels between John and 
Qumran suggests a conviction that John had indeed been associated 
with the Qumran community. In the end, however, Robinson is not 
willing to say that an association between John and Qumran is anything 
more than a hypothesis." 

A.S. Geyser explores a possible connection between John and 
Qumran by noting the striking parallel between the treatments of John 
and Jesus in the Infancy Narrative of Luke. Geyser suggests that this 
narrative has its source in a Christian community that had originally 
descended from the followers of John.” Geyser also points out that the 
account of Jesus as a twelve-year-old is not matched by a parallel 
account of John. This leads Geyser to speculate that such a parallel 
account had existed in the source but had been suppressed by Luke.” In 
his effort to reconstruct this suppressed account, Geyser writes: 


Let us repeat briefly the salient points of the relative history of Jesus; it 
contains: 1) an illustration of Jesus' exceptional progress in knowledge 
of the Law; 2) his conference with the teachers; 3) his attitude towards 
his parents; 4) his consciousness of his calling by his Father; 5) the fact 
that He went back to the house of his parents; 6) that He obeyed them, 
and 7)the statement that Jesus waxed in wisdom and stature and in 
favour with God and man. I suggest that the parallel history of John, 
which is no longer extant because it was suppressed deliberately by 
Luke, contained mutatis mutandis a narrative in the same order. It would 
have told us an episode from the life of John as bar-mizwa, it would 
have supplied an illustration of his exceptional knowledge of the law as 
revealed in an examination by the Essene teachers. It would further have 


Twelve New Testament Studies (London: SCM Press, 1962). 
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told us something in relation to his parents, perhaps the fact that, owing 
to their advanced age, John was already orphaned by this time, that he 
was nevertheless conscious of the fact that he belonged to his heavenly 
Father. He went with his adoptive parents to the Judean desert and 
obeyed them. This account must have ended with a verbal parallel of ii 
52 in relation to John, just as i 80a is a verbal parallel of ii 40.69 


Among the studies exploring a possible connection between John and 
Qumran, Geyser's analysis is rather unique in that it demonstrates at 
least some critical consideration of this issue. Unfortunately, this criti- 
cal consideration is limited to only the source-critical issue outlined 
above. Geyser shows himself to have no more appreciation than 
Brownlee or Robinson for the issue of whether the Gospel accounts can 
be used as sources of historical data on John. For example, Geyser 
speaks favourably of Brownlee's efforts outlined above: ‘W.H. 
Brownlee has convincingly brought [the discoveries from Qumran] into 
focus with what we know about John the Baptist from the New Testa- 
ment and Josephus.’*! Further, at the beginning of his article, Geyser 
poses a number of questions on John which clearly reveal that he con- 
siders the details of the Gospel accounts to be historical fact; however, 
Geyser makes no effort to establish them as such P" 

While much of the research on John was preoccupied with this issue 
of a possible connection between John and Qumran, some scholars 
continued the form-critical work of Dibelius, Goguel, Lohmeyer and 
Kraeling. One such scholar was Charles H.H. Scobie. According to 
Scobie, John should be analyzed against the background of the sectar- 
ian baptist movement of the first century. Scobie even goes so far as to 
call 'attractive' the suggestion that John had been adopted as a child by 
a baptist group that was part of this movement.“ In Scobie's view, both 
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John® and Jesus®® considered John to be the eschatological prophet 
who was to prepare the way of the Messiah. Like Goguel, Scobie sug- 
gests that Jesus may have been a disciple of John who later separated 
from him. Unlike Goguel, however, Scobie believes that the separation 
had not necessarily involved ill-feeling.9' 

The most significant contribution of Scobie's book to the historical 
reconstruction of John the Baptist is its discussion of a possible Samari- 
tan ministry by John. Scobie notes similarities between Samaritanism, 
especially sectarian Samaritanism, and the Jewish baptist movements 
from which John's ministry had originated. Based on these similari- 
ties, Scobie suggests that perhaps some Samaritans had come to John 
for baptism and had persuaded him to return to Samaria with them in 
order to minister (bere P In support of this reconstruction, Scobie points 
to Jn 3.22-23 which states that John was baptizing in ‘Aenon near 
Salim’ ,” a site that Scobie claims should be located in Samaria.” 

The subtitle to Scobie’s book reads, ‘A New Quest of the Historical 
John’. An examination of Scobie’s approach, however, reveals that he 
did not make use of the principles developed in the ‘New Quest’ in his 
analysis of John. Instead, he follows an approach similar to that of 
Dibelius, Goguel, Lohmeyer and Kraeling. Therefore, he also fails to 
take seriously the problem of extracting historical data from the Gospel 
accounts. 

During the late 1970s, historical research on Jesus experienced a shift 
in focus; scholars began to adopt a social-historical approach to the 
study of Jesus and so examined Jesus’ social, cultural and political 
environment as a crucial component in understanding Jesus as an his- 
torical figure. Tom Wright designates this new impetus in Gospel 
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research the ‘Third Quest’ of the historical Jesus.” 

This focus on the social, cultural and political environment of first- 
century Palestine also became evident in the quest of the historical John 
the Baptist. For example, Paul Hollenbach's analysis of John concen- 
trates on the social and political context of John's preaching.” Hollen- 
bach points out that the period between the death of Herod the Great 
and the Jewish Revolts was a time of relative prosperity for the privi- 
leged of society but a time of impoverishment for the masses. Against 
this backdrop, John appeared as a social revolutionary who attempted 
to rectify this imbalance by calling the relatively small middle class to 
exercise justice." John also exhorted tax collectors to end their oppres- 
sion of the poor by collecting no more than that for which they had 
contracted (Lk. 3.13). According to Hollenbach, John would have 
posed a major threat to the tax system, and this may have been the 
major reason why Herod Antipas took notice of him." John spoke also 
with soldiers. Through their service to the ruling authorities, these sol- 
diers were agents of oppression. John's exhortation to rob no one and to 
be content with their wages (Lk. 3.14) constituted a challenge aimed at 
the foundation of the social order.” It is Hollenbach's contention that, 
through such entreaties, John was instigating a social revolution and, in 
the eyes of Herod Antipas, perhaps even a political revolution.” 

Hollenbach's focus on the social, cultural and political environment 
of first-century Palestine provides some interesting insights into the his- 
torical John. Hollenbach's execution of this new methodology, how- 
ever, is marred by a failure to pay sufficient attention to the issue of the 
Gospels as reliable historical sources. He does recognize that the 
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Gospel accounts do not necessarily provide accurate historical data; for 
example, he asserts that the birth story of John in the Gospel of Luke is 
legendary."? On the other hand, Hollenbach also displays a tendency to 
draw on details without giving any consideration to their reliability. For 
example, to support his assertion that John's alienation was indicated 
by the nature of his food and clothing, Hollenbach quotes Mk 1.6;°° 
however, he makes no attempt to verify that the details of this verse are 
indeed factual. Because Hollenbach does not give consistent considera- 
tion to the reliability of the source material that he uses to develop his 
thesis, his findings are compromised. 

By far the most significant work in this stream of social-historical 
research on John is John the Baptizer and Prophet by Robert Webb.®! 
In this study, Webb limits himself to John's two public roles: baptizer 
and prophet. Regarding John's role as baptizer, Webb examines ablu- 
tions in the literature of the Old Testament, the Judaism of the Second 
Temple period, and the Qumran community. Against this backdrop, he 
analyzes the baptism of John. In his comparison of the functions of 
John's baptism? and the functions of the ablutions found in the Jewish 
sources, Webb finds both similarities and differences; nevertheless, he 
concludes that all the functions of John's baptism are understandable 
within the Jewish milieu. Regarding John's role as prophet, Webb 
studies the prophetic activity in late Second Temple Judaism. He 
identifies three different types of prophet: clerical prophets, sapiential 
prophets and popular prophets. Webb places John in the category of 
popular prophet?^ and, more specifically, in the category of leadership 
popular prophet,9? that is, one who leads a prophetic movement. 

Unlike all the preceding offerings in the quest of the historical John, 
Webb's work does pay serious attention to the issue of whether the 
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Gospels can be used as sources of reliable historical data. In a chapter 
surveying the traditions on John in early Christian gospels,?? Webb 
undertakes a careful analysis of the issue. On the basis of his analysis, 
he concludes ‘that the synoptic accounts are generally reliable sources 
for information concerning John the Baptist’,®’ but that the fourth 
evangelist’s portrayal of John is ‘problematic from a historical point of 
view...'.55 In addition to this general analysis, Webb also carefully 
examines various individual details of the Gospels' portrayals of John 
to determine the historical reliability of each detail? Because of its 
rigorous attention to this issue, this book represents a landmark in the 
quest of the historical John. 

One recent historical study on John the Baptist that does not share the 
same social-historical focus as the works of Hollenbach and Webb is 
W. Barnes Tatum's John the Baptist and Jesus: A Report of the Jesus 
Seminar.? While this study does examine the social world of John in 
its attempt to reconstruct his life and teachings, discussions of social, 
cultural and political details do not dominate the analysis in the way 
that they do in the offerings of the "Third Quest'. Rather, this book is 
better categorized as a late entry in the "New Quest' begun in the 
1950s,?! for its methodology is more akin to that developed by the 
'New Questers'. 

Tatum's book is the product of the Jesus Seminar's research into 
John the Baptist.?? It is clearly intended for a popular, as opposed to a 
scholarly, audience; it lacks extensive documentation, and it includes 
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explanations of basic concepts such as the ‘Two-Source Hypothesis'.?? 
However, the research underlying the findings reported in this volume 
is rigorous. The material in the Gospels on John the Baptist is broken 
down into ‘narrative statements',?^ and each is placed under the 
scrutiny of a number of ‘rules of evidence'?? to determine its historical 
veracity. 

This rigorous consideration of the reliability of the historical data on 
John the Baptist in the Gospels serves as a corrective to the method- 
ological shortcomings of the historical studies on John prior to Webb. 
However, Tatum's work is not without its own shortcomings, albeit 
minor ones. Tatum is consistent in subjecting each narrative statement 
to a thoroughgoing analysis as to its historical veracity. Occasionally, 
however, in his analysis of certain narrative statements, he draws in 
data from other passages without subjecting them to the same type of 
scrutiny. For example, in discussing the issue of whether John practised 
immersion, he asserts, "The baptism of Jesus...is described in language 
that suggests immersion: “...he got up out of the water..." (Mk 1.9-11 
par)'.?? However, he makes no attempt to verify that this description of 
Jesus' actions is historically accurate. Further, in sketching a composite 
profile of John's disciples, Tatum attributes a number of traits to 
them—for example, their lives were marked by holy practices, they 
seemed to engage in debate with contemporaries on religious practices, 
their activity was not halted by John's imprisonment, they engaged in 
discussions on eschatological speculation, they took care of John's 
body after he was executed?'—but, again, he makes these assertions 
without any consideration of whether they are historically accurate or 
not. Nevertheless, in the scope of the entire work, these slips are rela- 
tively insignificant. 

One final significant offering in the social-historical research on John 
the Baptist is Joan E. Taylor's study entitled The Immerser: John the 
Baptist within Second Temple Judaism.?? Taylor states her principal 
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aim as providing John with a context,” and that context is Second 
Temple Judaism. In her analysis of the 'Immerser' —as she consistently 
designates John throughout the book— Taylor covers the usual topics 
related to the historical John, such as his possible connection with the 
Qumran community, his baptism, and his relationship to Jesus. How- 
ever, Taylor's discussions of John as a teacher of righteousness and of 
his affinity with the Pharisees’ constitute significant contributions to 
social-historical research on John. 

Concerning methodology, Taylor does recognize the problem of 
using the Gospels as sources for historical data on John,!°! and she does 
consider the issues related to the reliability of some of the passages that 
she uses; see, for example, her discussions on John’s ethical teachings 
in Lk. 3.10-14,? and on Jesus’ assertion in Mt. 21.31-32 that, in con- 
trast to the hard-heartedness of the chief priests and elders, prostitutes 
believed John. Nevertheless, Taylor frequently cites passages from 
the Gospels with no consideration of whether or not they contain accu- 
rate historical data; see, for example, her use of Jesus' statement that 
John came ‘neither eating bread nor drinking wine’ (Lk. 7.33-34),!™ 
her use of descriptions from Mk 1.6 and Mt. 3.4 regarding John's diet 
and clothing,!9? and her use of John's admonition that those wishing to 
undergo his immersion must bear fruits worthy of repentance (Lk. 3.7- 
8).5 Because of this inconsistent treatment of the sources for her his- 
torical reconstruction of John, Taylor's findings do not hold the same 
weight as those of Webb. 

This survey of historical research on John the Baptist reveals that 
there has been a general unevenness in quality among the numerous 
offerings in the quest of the historical John; some efforts have definitely 
been more methodologically sound than others. Nevertheless, the 
enterprise as a whole demonstrates that scholarship has considered the 
primary motivation behind the Gospels as something other than 
the dissemination of historical data. Therefore, while the quest of the 
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historical John may constitute an interesting exercise, it fails to 
consider the whole question of the early Church's use of John to 
propagate its message. 


Redaction-Critical Analyses on John the Baptist 


During the 1950s, a line of Gospel research developed that did place a 
focus on the Gospel writers' purposes in producing the Gospels. 
Redaction criticism attempted to discern the theological message of a 
given Gospel writer by analyzing his handling of the available tradi- 
tions. The first major redaction-critical examination of John the Baptist 
in the Gospel of Matthew?" still holds the place of distinction as the 
classic redaction-critical study on this topic: Wolfgang Trilling’s ‘Die 
Táufertradition bei Mattháus'. 5 For Trilling, the main point underly- 
ing Matthew's treatment of John is Matthew's denial of Israel's claim 
that it is the true people of God. H Trilling points out that the sixth woe 
against the scribes and Pharisees (23.29-36) and the parable of the 
vineyard (21.33-45) reveal a 'fate of the prophets' motif: in Israel, 
prophets are persecuted.!!° Further, he sees in the pericope depicting 
the death of John an example of a prophet facing this fate.!!! 

Trilling finds in Matthew a tendency to assimilate John and Jesus.!'? 
On the basis of this tendency, Trilling concludes that the author wishes 
to suggest that Jesus too would encounter the same ‘fate of the 
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prophets'.!? Trilling points out that part of the assimilation process 
relates to the opponents of these two figures; both John and Jesus are 
depicted as facing a common front of opposition, designated 'die 
gottfeindliche Front’ by Trilling.!!^ Because this front consists of the 
leadership of the Jewish people,'! its opposition to the prophets of God 
demonstrates the Jewish people's failure to qualify as the ‘true Israel’. 
In 1968, Walter Wink published John the Baptist in the Gospel 
Tradition, Ip the standard redactional analysis of John the Baptist. 
However, Wink's chapter on John in the Gospel of Matthew! is heav- 
ily dependent on Trilling's findings. At the beginning of the chapter, 
Wink admits this dependence: "We are fortunate to have in [Trilling's 
article] a definitive study of Matthew's treatment of John. We shall 
therefore make the structure of his analysis our own and supplement on 
the basis of it.'!!* Unfortunately, his supplementation is meager; it 
consists of only two notable points. First, Wink asserts that Matthew's 
redactional activity on John is governed by the notion that John is 
Elijah.'!? Secondly, Wink rejects the view that Matthew's treatment of 
John is in the service of a polemic against the Baptist community. ^? 
Another redaction critic who exhibits a strong reliance on Trilling is 
John Meier.! Like Trilling, Meier notes Matthew's tendencies to 
assimilate John and Jesus and also to subordinate John to Jesus.!^ 
Further, although Meier agrees with Trilling that Matthew has woven a 
motif of the ‘fate of prophets in Israel’ into his narrative,!? he disagrees 
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with Trilling's conclusion that this motif explains Matthew's 
assimilating-yet-subordinating tendency."^ Instead, Meier finds the 
explanation for this tendency in Matthew's conception of salvation 
history,’ a three-stage conception involving: (1) the time of the 
prophets; (2) the time of Jesus; and (3) the time of the Church. In plac- 
ing John in the second stage with Jesus, 7? Meier argues: 


The birth of the King necessarily involves a fuller coming of the king- 
dom, from the birth of Jesus onwards. For that reason, when the Baptist 
appears on the stage in Chapter 3, he can hardly still belong to the old 
period of the law and the prophets. A new period, the mid-point of time, 
has already begun with the birth of Christ; and the Baptist necessarily 
stands within it by the inner logic of Matthew's schema. The Baptist's 
proclamation, rebukes, threats, fate, and martyrdom all reflect his place 
squarely within the central period of salvation history. This is the most 
important, indeed, the only adequate explanation for his being paralleled 
with Jesus. !?? 


Although redaction-critical studies have uncovered significant 
insights into Matthew's use of John in this Gospel, they have left unan- 
swered a number of questions related to Matthew's crafting of the 
story. What is the overall role that John plays within the plot of 
Matthew's story? Why is such an extensive description of John given in 
3.1-10 when the focal point of ch. 3 is the pronouncement of Jesus as 
the Son of God? Why is John presented as fulfilling prophecy in 3.3 
and then as fulfilling essentially the same prophecy again in 11.10? 
What is the significance of John's expression of doubt regarding the 
identity of Jesus in 11.3? Why is such a detailed account of John's exe- 
cution given in 14.3-12? A different method is needed to answer ques- 
tions such as these. 


124. Meier, ‘John the Baptist’, p. 403. 

125. Meier, ‘John the Baptist’, pp. 403-405. 

126. Trilling also asserts that John was not to be included in the time of the 
prophets, although this assertion is subordinate to his main redactional finding: 
John as an illustration of the ‘fate of prophets in Israel’. 

127. Meier, ‘John the Baptist’, p. 404. 


Chapter 2 


METHODOLOGY 


To examine these issues left unaddressed by historical and redaction- 
critical studies, it is useful to utilize a literary-critical approach. The 
field of literary criticism! is very wide, with many different—and even 
conflicting—methodologies. Therefore, it is necessary at the outset to 
establish the precise nature of the literary-critical methodology adopted 
by the present study. To this end, I survey the field,? and then narrow 
the focus onto the particular approach to be used in this study. 

To analyze the developments in literary criticism of this century, it is 
useful to view the field against the backdrop of a schema presented by 
M.H. Abrams.’ Abrams sets forth four elements of a work of art, and 
explains how each has been the focus of a different literary orientation: 
the ‘mimetic’,* according to which a work of art is an imitation of the 
universe; the *pragmatic',? which focuses on the effects made on the 
audience; the ‘expressive’,° where the focus is on the artist's intentions; 
and the ‘objective’,’ which analyzes the work itself in isolation from all 
other points of reference. 

The middle decades of the twentieth century witnessed a distinct shift 
from an 'expressive' orientation toward literature emerging out of the 


1. The designation ‘literary criticism’ is understood in two different ways by 
biblical scholars: (1) as a synonym for ‘source criticism’; and (2) as a method 
involving the adoption of secular literary-critical theory for the study of biblical 
narratives. This study uses the designation ‘literary criticism’ in the latter sense. 

2. This survey excludes treatment of structuralism and deconstruction. 

3. MA. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Critical 
Tradition (New York: W.W. Norton, 1953). 

4. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp, p. 8. 

5. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp, p. 14. 

6. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp, p. 21. 

7. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp, p. 26. 
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Romantic eraf to an ‘objective’ orientation, as seen in such movements 
as formalism,’ structuralism, and New Criticism. Of the secular literary 
critics espousing this objective orientation, two have become favourites 
in the field of biblical literary criticism.'? Wayne Booth and Seymour 
Chatman. 

Booth, in his book The Rhetoric of Fiction,'' breaks new ground with 
such discussions as his articulation of the unreliable versus the reliable 
narrator,'? though this distinction has not been particularly prominent in 
Gospel studies since it has been generally accepted that the narrators of 
the Gospels are all reliable.!? For biblical literary critics, Booth's dis- 
cussions on the 'author' have been most influential. Given the name of 
his work, it is not surprising that Booth speaks in terms of “pursuing the 
author's means of controlling his reader'.!^ However, does this not 
sound more like the agenda of the 'expressive' orientation with its 
focus on the author's intentions as opposed to the 'objective' orienta- 
tion championed by Booth which brackets out those intentions? Despite 
this reference to ‘the author’s means of controlling his reader’, Booth 
remains true to his formalist agenda, for when he speaks of the ‘author’, 
he does not mean the real flesh-and-blood author. Rather, he posits an 
‘implied author’, conceptualized as follows: 


8. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp, pp. 21-22. 

9. While Russian Formalism flourished in the early decades of the twentieth 
century, Peter Widdowson notes that it did not have a major impact until the late 
1960s and 1970s when the works of Russian Formalists were rediscovered and 
translated, and so '[i]n this sense the Russian Formalists “belong” to this later 
moment of their reproduction’: Raman Selden and Peter Widdowson, A Reader’s 
Guide to Contemporary Literary Theory (Lexington: The University Press of Ken- 
tucky, 3rd edn, 1993), p. 5 (emphasis original). 

10. While literary criticism has been practised by both Old Testament and New 
Testament scholars, the following analysis will focus on the latter. 

11. Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2nd edn, 1983); the first edition was published in 1961. 

12. See, for example, his discussions on pp. 6-7, 158-59. 

13. However, Stephen D. Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels: The The- 
oretical Challenge (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), pp. 30-34, sees in 
James Dawsey, The Lukan Voice: Confusion and Irony in the Gospel of Luke 
(Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1986), a case for characterizing the narrator 
of Luke as unreliable, though Dawsey himself does not use the terminology 
‘unreliable narrator’. 

14. Dawsey, The Lukan Voice, p. xiii. 
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As [the real author] writes, he creates not simply an ideal, impersonal 
‘man in general’ but an implied version of ‘himself’ that is different 
from the implied authors we meet in other men’s work...The ‘implied 
author’ chooses, consciously or unconsciously, what we read; we infer 
him as an ideal, literary, created version of the real man; he is the sum of 
his own choices. !° 


Therefore, we have a version of the author that is entirely encoded in 
the text, befitting a formalist approach. 

Even more influential than Booth has been Chatman’s most promi- 
nent work, Story and Discourse. Chatman conceptualizes a narrative 
text as consisting of a story—the ‘what’, or the events and existents!” of 
the narrative—and a discourse—the ‘how’, or the means by which the 
story is presented'*—and then proceeds to examine issues related to 
each of these component parts. In the course of his discussion of dis- 
course, Chatman sets forth a narrative-communication model that 
draws on Booth's distinction between real author and ‘implied author’, 
but also makes the same distinction on the other side of the communi- 
cation process, that is, between real reader and ‘implied reader','? that 
is, the reader presupposed by the rest H Adding narrator and narratee, 
the model appears as follows.?! 


Narrative text 


Real Implied Implied Real 
author — author — (Narrator) — (Narratee) — reader — reader 


The introduction, starting in the 1970s, of concepts such as these into 
the study of the Gospels represented a radical departure from the 


15. Dawsey, The Lukan Voice, pp. 70-71, 74-75. 

16. Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and 
Film (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1978). 

17. Chatman uses the term ‘existents’ to cover characters and settings 
(Chatman, Story and Discourse, p. 19). 

18. Chatman, Story and Discourse, pp. 9, 19. 

19. This designation was first coined by Wolfgang Iser, The Implied Reader: 
Patterns of Communication in Prose Fiction From Bunyan to Beckett (Baltimore: 
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), though Booth was already using the 
concept, without this designation, thirteen years earlier (see Booth, Rhetoric of Fic- 
tion, pp. 137-38). 

20. Chatman, Story and Discourse, pp. 149-50. 
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redaction-critical approach then in vogue. A redaction critic has a ten- 
dency to fragment the text of a Gospel, thus losing sight of the Gospel 
as a whole, while a literary critic treats the whole text as an integrated 
unit. This holistic focus, however, was not an entirely new innovation, 
for composition criticism—a subcategory of redaction criticism—also 
emphasizes the text as a whole. 

A more basic distinction between biblical literary criticism and 
redaction criticism has to do with the object of inquiry underlying each 
of these two approaches. Redaction criticism—including composition 
criticism—has as its object of inquiry the theology of the evangelist. 
Therefore, a redaction critic analyzes the redactional work evident in 
the text in an attempt to discern the theological interests of the evange- 
list. Biblical literary critics, on the other hand, are not concerned with 
the theological interests of the historical author. In fact, biblical literary 
critics bracket out all historical questions in conceptualizing a 'story 
world' totally separate from the real world. In contrasting a literary- 
critical approach to the Gospel of Mark with the historical-critical 
method, David Rhoads writes: 


Other approaches tend to fragment, in part because their purpose is to 
put elements of the text into contexts outside the text; so, for example, 
biblical scholars may identify the feeding of the five thousand as a his- 
torical event in Jesus' time or as an oral story emerging from the early 
church or as vehicle for a theological truth...or as a story which reveals 
the author's intention, or as instructions to Mark's community. Narrative 
criticism brackets these historical questions and looks at the closed uni- 
verse of the story-world.?? 


Without question, this shift away from the search for historical data 
represented a radical departure from the way in which Gospel studies 
had been conducted for centuries. Yet the works of these formalist lit- 
erary critics retain at least one characteristic of significance from 
redaction criticism. Stephen D. Moore points out that, with redaction 
criticism, 

the exegete's overview of the total message of the biblical work 
becomes the primary control in interpeting any portion of it... 


Precise comparative and analytic methods, redaction criticism in par- 
ticular, require that the words of the text be present all at once.” 


22. David Rhoads, ‘Narrative Criticism and the Gospel of Mark’, JAAR 50 
(1982), pp. 411-34 (413). 
23. Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, pp. 79, 86. 
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Therefore, a redaction critic analyzes any given passage with a knowl- 
edge of not only everything that precedes the passage, but also with a 
knowledge of everything that follows it. It is this type of full knowl- 
edge of the text that Moore finds also in formalist literary-critical 
analyses of the Gospels.” Committed to a holistic approach stressing 
the unity of the narrative of a Gospel, critics of this persuasion posit the 
text as a static object, laid out in its entirety for examination. Typical of 
this type of literary-critical approach is the position of Robert C. Tan- 
nehill later in his career,” as reflected in the introduction to his narra- 
tive commentary on the Gospel of Luke: 


the discussion that follows is not simply an expanded reading; it is a 
commentary. It represents part of what might be said after reading a sec- 
ond, third, or fourth time. It is not confined to what is happening when 
reading for the first time, with much of the text still unknown.”® 


Positing an analysis executed after multiple readings of the whole 
text, Tannehill clearly envisions an analysis informed by full knowl- 
edge of every detail in the text. However, the appropriateness of this 
static approach to literary criticism—what will be designated ‘narrative 
criticism’ for the purposes of this study?’—is thrown into question by 
the findings of research in the field of orality in the ancient world. 

It has been widely noted that reading in antiquity was almost always 
done aloud "7 The New Testament era is characterized by what Pieter 


24. Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, p. 86. 

25. Earlier in his career, Tannehill espoused a significantly different position. 
For an example of his earlier position, see Robert C. Tannehill, ‘The Disciples in 
Mark: The Function of a Narrative Role’, JR 57 (1977), pp. 386-405. 

26. Robert C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke~Acts: A Literary Interpre- 
tation. L The Gospel According to Luke (Philadelphia: Fortress Press), p. 6. 
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this type of static approach to literary criticism, as opposed to the more dynamic, 
audience-oriented approach discussed below (see p. 74). 

28. See, for example, Paul Saenger, 'Silent Reading: Its Impact on Late 
Medieval Script and Society', Viator 13 (1982), pp. 367-414 (370); David E. Aune, 
"The Apocalypse of John and the Problem of Genre’, Semeia 36 (1986), pp. 65-96 
(77); Gilbert L. Bartholomew, ‘Feed My Lambs: John 21.15-19 as Oral Gospel’, 
Semeia 39 (1987), pp. 69-96 (72); Thomas E. Boomershine, ‘Peter’s Denial as 
Polemic or Confession: The Implications of Media Criticism for Biblical 
Hermeneutics’, Semeia 39 (1987), pp. 47-68; Paul J. Achtemeier, 'Omne verbum 
sonat: The New Testament and the Oral Environment of Late Western Antiquity', 
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Botha calls ‘scribal culture’, that is, ‘culture familiar with writing but in 
essence still significantly, even predominantly oral... [in which] reading 
is largely vocal’.*? Paul J. Achtemeier notes that this type of phe- 
nomenon results from a cultural bias of the oral over the written.°° 
Achtemeier also observes that documents lacked systematic punctua- 
tion and visible indications of paragraphs, sentences, or even words.?! 
Documents of this type would be difficult to read silently, as the follow- 
ing comments by Paul Saenger on ancient Latin writing—which apply 
also to the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament—make clear: 


Latin writing, which consisted of undivided rows of capital letters or 
their cursive equivalents, was entirely phonetic and had no ideographic 
value. Since in ancient books verbal concepts were not represented by 
recognizable images, the Romans developed no clear conception of the 
word as a unit of meaning. Instead, Roman grammarians considered the 
letter and syllable to be basic to reading. The Roman reader, reading 
aloud to others or softly to himself, approached the text syllable by syl- 
lable in order to recover the words and sentences conveying the meaning 
of the text. 


One text from the New Testament illustrates this practice of reading 
aloud to oneself. In Acts 8.26-28, Philip is directed by an angel of the 
Lord to the Gaza Road where Philip sees an Ethiopian eunuch seated in 
a chariot and reading what turns out to be a manuscript of the prophet 
Isaiah. In v. 30, we are told that Philip approached the chariot, and 
‘heard’ the eunuch reading, thus indicating that the eunuch must have 
been reading aloud.” 

A short passage from Augustine’s Confessions provides even 
stronger support for the assertion that virtually all reading in antiquity 
was done aloud: 


Now, as [Ambrose] read, his eyes glanced over the pages and his heart 
searched out the sense, but his voice and tongue were silent...Perhaps he 


JBL 109 (1990), pp. 3-27 (15). 
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Lambs’, p. 72; Boomershine, “Peter’s Denial’, p. 53; Achtemeier, ‘Omne verbum 
sonat’, p. 16. 
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was fearful lest, if the author he was studying should express himself 
vaguely, some doubtful and attentive hearer would ask him to expound it 
or discuss some of the more abstruse questions, so that he could not 
get over as much material as he wished, if his time was occupied 
with others. And even a truer reason for his reading to himself might 
have been the care for preserving his voice, which was very easily 
weakened. 


These comments by Augustine obviously reflect a person who is very 
unaccustomed to witnessing someone reading silently, so much so that 
he feels compelled to speculate as to the reason for this phenomenon. 
Therefore, we have further evidence that reading in antiquity was 
almost always done aloud. 

The foregoing discussion addresses the case of an individual person 
reading alone. However, evidence from antiquity suggests that such a 
scenario would not have been commonplace. First, written materials 
during this era were relatively scarce. In this age predating the printing 
press, all documents had to be hand-produced, a long and arduous task. 
As a result, relatively few New Testament manuscripts would have 
existed. Therefore, not many members of the early Church would 
have had direct access to these writings. Further, the level of literacy in 
this era was low,?* and so, even if members of the early Church were 
fortunate enough to come upon some New Testament manuscripts, 
there was no guarantee that they would be capable of reading them. 
Given the relative scarcity of the manuscripts and the high level of illit- 
eracy during this era, it is likely that access to the contents of the New 
Testament manuscripts for most members of the early Church would 
have been restricted to listening to oral readings from the texts. 

Achtemeier finds in the texts of the New Testament pieces of evi- 
dence that suggest that the documents were written for just such an 
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oral-aural communication. In particular, he cites features of the text 
designed to guide a hearer in determining when one unit of thought is 
ending and when another is beginning. These signals of organization 
include: alliteration;*’ anaphora,” that is, statements beginning with the 
same word or words; parallelism;?? and inclusio,^ including the 
Marcan technique of intercalating stories where one story functions as 
an inclusio for a second story.*! Achtemeier finds these features in 
operation in both narrative and epistolary literature, but sees them as 
especially necessary in the latter, for letters do not possess the flow of 
narrative to aid the audience, and they also often contain long and com- 
plex arguments.” 

The foregoing discussion suggests that the New Testament writers 
wrote with a hearer, rather than a reader, in mind.? From a literary- 
critical perspective, this recognition influences the way in which the 
"implied reader' is conceptualized. Since the implied reader is defined 
as the reader presupposed by the text, and the evidence outlined above 
suggests that the text presupposes a hearer rather than a reader, then our 
implied reader is not a 'reader' at all; rather, he or she should be 
understood as an 'implied hearer'. This understanding, in turn, has 
some significant implications. Readers, once they have read a given 
passage, are able to read it over again, flip back to compare it with 
earlier passages, and even flip forward to see how it fits with the story's 
outcome. Hearers, on the other hand, do not have the physical words 
before them; for hearers, the words are not so much objects existing in 
space as they are events existing in time.^ Hearers experience words 
only as they encounter them in sequence, with no way to check back 
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other than through mental recall or to check forward other than through 
anticipation. 

Conceptualizing the audience of a narrative work in this way totally 
changes the way in which the literary-critical endeavour is executed. In 
place of the audience envisioned by Tannehill later in his career—an 
audience approaching the text for the second or third or fourth time 
who is thus armed with a thorough knowledge of the whole narrative— 
now we have a first-time audience proceeding through the text sequen- 
tially without a thorough knowledge of what lies ahead. With this type 
of literary analysis, the critic is no longer examining the text as a static 
entity. Rather, the critic is engaging in a dynamic enterprise, following 
the experience of the audience as they proceed through the narrative. 
Moore calls this a 'story of reading' which he describes as follows: 


the interpreter, approaching the evangelist's story as if for the first time, 
narrates a tale of anticipations and reversals, of puzzles, enigmas, and 
the struggles to solve them, of beliefs and presuppositions challenged 
and overthrown.^ 


In other words, the interpreter chronicles the ways in which the text 
impacts the audience at each step throughout the narrative. 

Some insights from research into the orientation toward literature of 
antiquity support this approach as appropriate for the analysis of the 
narratives of the Gospels. Of Abrams's four orientations toward works 
of art outlined earlier,*° the ‘pragmatic’ orientation dominated during 
the era in which the New Testament documents were produced.^ This 
being the case, the texts of the New Testament should be understood as 
literature designed to impact its audience. Further, George A. Kennedy 
notes that the era of the New Testament writings was an age of 
rhetoric.*® In contrasting this age of rhetoric to our modern age, Robert 
M. Fowler writes, ‘moderns tend to be preoccupied with what is said 
(story), whereas the ancients were preoccupied with how something 
was said and how it affected the hearer (discourse)’.*? Because this 
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strong orientation toward impacting the audience underlies the texts of 
the New Testament, it follows that, in analyzing these writings, one 
should use a methodology sensitive to this dimension of the texts. 

This approach of presupposing a first-time audience—almost always 
termed a first-time 'reader' —has been adopted by many biblical literary 
critics? who undertake to analyze the narratives of the Gospels in a 
more dynamic fashion than their narrative-critical cousins. Further, just 
as the practitioners of narrative criticism trace their roots to secular lit- 
erary critics—that is, Booth and Chatman—these audience-oriented lit- 
erary critics also draw on the works of secular literary critics. By far, 
the most popular of these has been Wolfgang Iser. 

Iser's essay "The Reading Process: A Phenomenological Approach"?! 
lays out his approach. Iser advocates 


the phenomenological theory of art [which] lays full stress on the idea 
that, in considering a literary work, one must take into account not only 
the actual text but also, and in equal measure, the actions involved in 
responding to that text.?? 


and the Gospel of Mark (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), p. 23 (emphasis 
original). 
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In fact, Iser goes so far as to assert that the literary work ‘is more than 
the text, for the text only takes on life when it is realized... The conver- 
gence of text and reader brings the literary work into existence’ .?? 
Therefore, unlike a formalist approach— with its focus exclusively on 
the text as a repository out of which meaning is to be extracted—Iser’s 
approach conceptualizes meaning as coming into existence only upon 
the interaction of the reader with the text. Therefore, any given text is 
capable of holding different meanings for different readers.” 

According to Iser, this possibility of multiple meanings for a given 
text results from the fact that any literary work is characterized by 
omissions or gaps that must be filled by the reader. Further, since these 
gaps will be filled differently by different readers, a variety of realiza- 
tions will occur.?? Iser likens this process to star-gazing: 


two people gazing at the night sky may both be looking at the same col- 
lection of stars, but one will see the image of a plough, and the other will 
make out a dipper. The ‘stars’ in the literary text are fixed; the lines that 
join them are variable "7 


This approach to literary analysis, as it has been practised by biblical 
literary critics, has been called ‘reader-response criticism’. However, 
Stanley E. Porter argues that much of what has gone under this title 
does not technically qualify as reader-response criticism.’ Porter's 
definition of this methodology is extracted from the work of Stanley 
Fish; Porter chooses Fish's work because of its stature in the develop- 
ment of this approach.?* Porter sets out five characteristics of reader- 
response criticism: 


First, reader-response criticism explicitly shifts the centre of authority 
from the text itself...or the author...to the reader, not an historical first 
reader or any particular subsequent reader...but a contemporary 
reader...Second, the reader is involved in a complex interplay with the 
text, which chronicles his or her struggle to comprehend. Third, meaning 
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is not a single thing—a propositional truth—but the reader's making and 
then responding to the text. Fourth, the result of the abandonment of 
independent meaning is that the meaning which one produces cannot be 
checked against some objective standard but is the product of a reading 


strategy. Fifth, those who hold to similar reading strategies constitute 


‘interpretive communities’ E 


Fish's position is clearly distinguishable from that of Iser on some 
points. For example, Iser has no concept of interpretative communities. 
Further, Porter points out that, while Iser sees the words of a text as 
relatively stable, with only the gaps between the words to be filled in, 
Fish holds that the words themselves are open to interpretation. How- 
ever, on the essential elements of this method, the two critics agree: 
both hold that meaning does not reside in the text, but rather 1s created 
through a reader's interaction with the text, thus resulting in the poten- 
tial of a different meaning for each different reader approaching a given 
text. 

Porter measures the works of five biblical literary critics who claim 
to be practitioners of reader-response criticism—Robert Fowler,*! 
Norman R. Petersen P? Mary Ann Beavis,9? Jeffrey Lloyd Staley$^ and 
Alan Culpepper®—against his five-point definition, and finds each of 
them wanting. While his comments on the five critics differ, a common 
thread runs through all five critiques: each of these scholars has 
retained a formalist conception of the reader. In other words, Porter 
finds in each of these scholars a presupposition that the reader's experi- 
ence of the text is dictated by the text itself or by the author’s—pre- 
sumably the ‘implied’ author' s—intention. Therefore, there is a com- 
plete lack of recognition of participation by the reader in the production 
of meaning, a concept central to reader-response criticism. 

It is not surprising to find such a reluctance among biblical literary 
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critics to embrace whole-heartedly this reader-response paradigm. Even 
a cursory glance at the corpus of literary analyses of biblical narratives 
makes it clear that the agenda of almost all of these works is the 
utilization of literary theory in the service of exegesis. To put it another 
way, the ultimate goal of these studies is to determine what the ele- 
ments of the text say, or, in the case of pragmatic-oriented exegetes, 
how the elements of the text impact the audience. In either case, the 
text is understood as a repository of information waiting to be 
extracted. Reader-response criticism, on the other hand, presupposes 
that there is nothing absolute in the text waiting to be extracted, for 
meaning will vary from reader to reader as the interaction of each indi- 
vidual reader with the text results in a different meaning. Therefore, for 
a discipline dominated by a preoccupation with probing the text for 
insights hidden therein, it only makes sense that reader-response criti- 
cism would not be able to make serious inroads, even among biblical 
literary critics with a pragmatic orientation. 

The present study shares this prevailing preoccupation with probing 
the text for insights; therefore, a reader-response approach as outlined 
above is not appropriate. Rather, it is necessary to establish a method- 
ology that utilizes reader-response criticism’s dynamic approach to the 
text—conceiving of a first-time audience proceeding sequentially 
through the text—while at the same time presupposing that texts do 
contain meaning to be sought by means of exegesis. For these purposes, 
Stanley Fish—or, more specifically, ‘early’ Stanley Fish—is helpful. 

The summary of Fish's position outlined above represents his views 
from the mid-1970s on. Earlier in his career, however, he posited a dif- 
ferent understanding of the reading process, as reflected in an essay 
published in 1970 entitled ‘Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylis- 
tics’.°’ Fish notes that when one approaches a text, one ordinarily asks 
such questions as ‘what does this sentence mean?’ or ‘what is it about?’ 
or ‘what is it saying?'9* It is presupposed with this approach that 
‘meaning is located (presumed to be imbedded) in the utterance, and 
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the apprehension of meaning is an act of extraction’.® Fish suggests 
that, instead of asking such questions, one should be asking, ‘what does 
this word, phrase, sentence, paragraph, chapter, novel, play, poem, 
do?” Therefore, the goal of this approach is ‘an analysis of the devel- 
oping responses of the reader in relation to the words as they succeed 
one another in mie" TT What constitutes the ‘meaning’ of a text? Fish 
asserts: 


the information an utterance gives, its message, is a constituent of, but 
certainly not to be identified with, its meaning. It is the experience of an 
utterance—all of it and not anything that could be said about it, includ- 
ing anything I could say—that is its meaning. ”? 


The position outlined thus far would fit comfortably into the reader- 
response methodology. However, about halfway through the essay, 
Fish feels obliged to address the objection that this method of analysis 
‘leads one away from the “thing itself" in all its solidity to the inchoate 
impressions of a variable and various reader'."? It is in answering this 
objection that Fish drifts away from a pure reader-response position. 

Fish draws on the work of Ronald Wardhaugh from the field of 
modern linguistics, specifically, the concepts of ‘linguistic competence’ 
and 'semantic competence'. For a definition of the former, Fish quotes 
Wardhaugh: 'the idea that it is possible to characterize a linguistic 
system that every speaker shares’.” Fish then argues: 


If the speakers of a language share a system of rules that each of them 
has somehow internalized, understanding will, in some sense, be uni- 
form; that is, it will proceed in terms of the system of rules all speakers 
share. And insofar as these rules are constraints on production—estab- 
lishing boundaries within which utterances are labeled "normal", 
‘deviant’, ‘impossible’, and so on—they will also be constraints on the 
range, and even the direction, of response; that is, they will make 
response, to some extent, predictable and normative.^? 
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On the concept of semantic competence, Fish again quotes from Ward- 
haugh who makes a case for a set of rules that would ‘characterize just 
that set of facts about English semantics that all speakers of English 
have internalized and can draw upon in interpreting words in novel 
combinations'."? Armed with these two concepts, Fish concludes: 


Obviously, the intersection of the two systems of knowledge would 
make it possible to further restrict (make predictable and normative) the 
range of response; so that one could presume (as I have) to describe a 
reading experience in terms that would hold for all speakers who were in 
possession of both competences. "7 


By means of this analysis, Fish has succeeded in answering the 
objection of an uncontrolled variety of responses emerging from a 
given text. However, in the process, Fish has had to abandon a concept 
central to reader-response criticism, that is, that a reader brings his or 
her own individuality to a text, and it is the interaction of reader and 
text that creates meaning, distinctive to that particular reader. In 
essence, Fish's analysis in the second half of the essay cancels out the 
reader-response methodology advanced in the first half; he is forced to 
admit: ‘This [analysis]...commits me to a monistic theory of mean- 
ing.'^5 In the end, Fish's position reflects a formalist reliance on the text 
as the arbiter of meaning. 

This resulting position provides a model for the present study. Its 
radically dynamic orientation fits well with the discussion above on 
how the prominence of orality in the New Testament era relates to how 
we conceptualize the Gospel narratives." Further, its formalist 
orientation suits the agenda of the present study, that is, to probe the 
texts of Matthew's Gospel related to John the Baptist in search of 
literary insights. Regarding a name for this approach, its radically 
dynamic orientation distinguishes it from ‘narrative criticism’ as 
defined earlier,®° and its formalist orientation distinguishes it from 
'reader-response criticism’. Further, the name must avoid the term 
‘reader’ since it posits a hearer, rather than a reader, as the audience. 
Since this approach is so heavily oriented toward following the 
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experience of the audience as it proceeds through the narrative, it is 
designated ‘audience-oriented criticism’. 

Because this study adopts a formalist orientation, it is not concerned 
with discerning the meaning intended by the original author, that is, the 
original historical author. Rather, it is concerned with the intentions of 
the implied author/narrator.*! This study proceeds sequentially through 
the text, tracing the narrator's efforts to influence the implied 
hearer/narratee's9^ experience of the story. 

Naturally, this study considers the story level of Matthew's narrative; 
it is attentive to the plot of the story and to the characters—particularly 
John the Baptist—who inhabit this story world. However, since this 
study adopts a pragmatic orientation toward the narrative, it is espe- 
cially attentive to the discourse level, that is, to the means by which the 
narrator attempts to impact the narratee. What follows is a sketch of 
some basic literary concepts pertinent to the analysis of both the story 
level and the discourse level of a narrative. This sketch does not purport 
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times have been characterized by a reliable narrator; see also Robert Scholes and 
Robert Kellogg, The Nature of Narrative (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1966), pp. 264-65. Specifically on the Gospel of Matthew, Jack Dean Kingsbury, 
Matthew as Story (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 2nd edn, 1988), p. 31, asserts that 
the narrator of this work is reliable. (Most biblical literary critics hold that the nar- 
rators of the Gospels are reliable: Mark Allan Powell, What is Narrative Criticism? 
[Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990], p. 26; Elizabeth Struthers Malbon, ‘Narrative 
Criticism: How Does the Story Mean?', in Janice Capel Anderson and Stephen D. 
Moore [eds.], Mark and Method: New Approaches in Biblical Studies 
[Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992], p. 28; but cf. Moore, Literary Criticism and 
the Gospels, pp. 30-34, who demonstrates that J.M. Dawsey [The Lukan Voice] 
posits an unreliable narrator for the Gospel of Luke, though without using the des- 
ignation ‘unreliable narrator'.) By definition, a reliable narrator is in accord with 
the impled author; therefore, for practical purposes, the terms 'narrator' and 
‘implied author’ can be used interchangeably. In this study, the implied 
author/narrator will be designated ‘the narrator’. 

82. Most biblical literary critics also find little or no difference between the 
implied readers and narratees of the Gospels: Malbon, ‘Narrative Criticism’, p. 28. 
Therefore, these terms may also be used interchangeably. As indicated, this study 
conceptualizes an implied ‘hearer’ rather than an implied ‘reader’ (see p. 40 above). 
Because the term ‘implied hearer’ is not part of common parlance, it will be 
avoided. Rather, the term 'narratee' will be used to designate the implied hearer/ 
narratee. 


2. Methodology 49 


to be exhaustive; rather, it covers only those concepts that are espe- 
cially relevant to the present study. 

One of the main focuses of analysis on the story level is ‘plot’. How- 
ever, analysis of plot may take different shapes, the most significant 
distinction being between plot analysis using a static approach versus a 
dynamic approach to the text, or, to put it another way, between pre- 
supposing a second- or third- or fourth-time audience versus presuppos- 
ing a first-time audience. 

The significance of this distinction is aptly demonstrated by Fowler’s 
analysis of the relationship between Mark’s accounts of the feeding of 
the multitudes on the one hand, and his account of the Last Supper on 
the other hand.** A redaction-critic—presupposing multiple readings of 
the text, and thus a full knowledge of every detail of the Gospel— 
would undoubtedly read eucharistic significance into the feeding 
stories. Fowler, on the other hand, comes to a different conclusion by 
positing a first-time reader: 


Often the verbal similarities between 6.41, 8.6 [the feedings] and 14.22 
[the Last Supper] are noted and used to justify the discovery of 
‘eucharistic’ overtones in the two feeding stories. Regrettably, to argue 
in this fashion is to stand the gospel on its head. As the author has struc- 
tured his work, Jesus’ last meal with his disciples in Mark 14 presup- 
poses the earlier feeding stories and not vice versa. Here we are making 
a conscious decision to adhere to the internal chronology of the author’s 
story, according to which the last meal is preceded by, and read in the 
light of, the previous meals in Mark D? 


Therefore, Fowler’s sequential reading of Mark produces a vastly dif- 
ferent interpretation than that produced by static readings of the text. 
Because the present study constitutes an analysis of a character, John 
the Baptist, ‘characterization’ is significant. In an analysis of character- 
ization, it is important to distinguish between the approach of narrative 
criticism and that of the audience-oriented criticism adopted by this 
study. As noted above,® a narrative-critical methodology presupposes 
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multiple readings of a narrative resulting in a full knowledge of every 
detail in the text. Therefore, a narrative-critical approach to characteri- 
zation tends to draw together data on a given character from throughout 
a narrative to produce an integrated portrait of that character. In con- 
trast, the audience-oriented criticism of this study yields a different 
approach to characterization. Instead of pulling together data from 
every part of the narrative to produce an integrated portrait of a charac- 
ter, the approach of this study analyzes data on the character in a 
sequential manner in order to discover how a first-time audience would 
experience the character at various points in the narrative. 

In discussing this type of analysis, John A. Darr stresses that 
‘character is cumulative’ ,*' that is, an audience's experience of a char- 
acter involves a process in which the image of the character grows and 
evolves over time as new pieces of information are revealed. Darr 
demonstrates, with a revealing analysis of the Pharisees in Luke—Acts, 
how a sequential approach to characterization can yield significantly 
different interpretations than those emerging from the traditional static 
approach P? 

Darr points out that studies using a static approach to characterization 
have invariably come to two conclusions: 


(1) Luke's Pharisees are a heterogeneous amalgamation of negative and 
positive traits (with the former appearing mostly in the Gospel, the latter 
in Acts), but that (2) we should weight the positive characterizations 
more heavily because they indicate editorial ‘upgrading’ from the way 
the Pharisees are handled in Luke's sources.® 


Darr explains that this mixed—as opposed to consistently negative— 
portrait of the Pharisees results from beginning one's analysis with the 
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data in Acts and then proceeding to the data in Luke. The book of Acts 
contains a number of passages that depict the Pharisees in at least a 
neutral, and perhaps even a positive, light (5.34-42; 15.5; 22.3; 23.1-10; 
26.5). With this portrayal as background, certain details in the Gospel 
of Luke pertaining to the Pharisees begin to appear laudable: they are 
absent from the Passion Narrative; they plot against Jesus, but their 
plotting does not include efforts to destroy him; they warn Jesus of 
Herod's desire to kill him; they invite Jesus to be a dinner guest on 
three separate occasions. Therefore, despite clearly anti-Pharisaic sen- 
timents in the Gospel of Luke—for example, the woes pronounced by 
Jesus against them—the overall portrait of the Pharisees is, at worst, 
mixed.?? 

Darr counters this characterization with one resulting from a sequen- 
tial reading of the narrative, that 1s, one that first encounters the nega- 
tive traits in the Gospel and, only after that, witnesses the relatively 
positive ones in Ácts. For Darr, this shift in approach yields a radically 
different portrait of the Pharisees: 


the Pharisees appear to be more completely and consistently distanced 
(negative) and more complex in terms of their narrative functions than 
biblical critics have heretofore realized. In this story the Pharisees are 
consistently drawn as a group character which serves as a paradigm of 
imperceptiveness. Laden with irony, they continuously observe 
(paratereo) Jesus and other agents of God and yet utterly fail to recog- 
nize the significance of either the persons and events they see or the 
messages they hear.?! 


The present study follows Darr's lead in approaching characterization 
in a sequential manner. 

Apart from analysis of the story level of Matthew's narrative, the 
present study is also attentive to its discourse level, that is, the tech- 
niques that make up the way in which the story is presented to the audi- 
ence. For an analysis of a narrative's discourse level, when presuppos- 
ing a first-time audience proceeding sequentially through the text, the 
work of Menakhem Perry provides some helpful insights.?? Actually, 
Perry specifically states that the process he outlines ‘is definitely based 
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on a second or third reading' .?? Therefore, at first glance, it appears that 
Perry's whole approach would be incompatible with the approach of 
the present study. However, a closer look at Perry's work reveals that 
such is not the case. 

Unlike literary critics such as Tannehill, who posit a second- or third- 
or fourth-time reader in order to establish a static view of the text,?^ 
Perry posits a second- or third-time reader only because he feels com- 
pelled to do so in order to establish the necessary vantage point from 
which to solve a problem he has regarding surprises in the text. He 
explains: | 

The reading process described in this article is therefore from the van- 
tage-point of the whole. It is a process of a ‘reconstructed first reading’. 
Only from this vantage-point can one make the selection between rele- 
vant and accidental surprises. An actual first reading of a text is a 
gradual process of selection. The more the construction of the whole 


nears its completion, the more the reader is able to tell accidental sur- 
prises from functional ones.” 


This problem of distinguishing between relevant and accidental sur- 
prises arises in the experience of an ‘actual first reading’, that is, the 
reading by an actual reader approaching the text for the first time. Perry 
feels it necessary to eliminate all accidental surprises from considera- 
tion, and he conceptualizes the audience as a second- or third-time 
reader in order to do so. Perry calls the resulting reading process a 
‘reconstructed first reading’, that is, a first-time reading without acci- 
dental surprises. In positing this second- or third-time reader who 
eliminates all accidental surprises in order to leave only relevant sur- 
prises for consideration, Perry is, in essence, describing the experience 
of an 'implied reader'. Kingsbury defines the 'implied reader' as 
follows: | 


the term 'implied reader' denotes no flesh-and-blood person of any cen- 
tury. Instead, it refers to an imaginary person who is to be envisaged, in 
perusing Matthew's story, as responding to the text at every point with 
Wholever emotion, understanding, or knowledge the text ideally calls 
for.” 
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The implied reader, defined in this way, responds ideally to the text at 
every point. Therefore, he or she feels the impact of relevant surprises, 
but does not even notice what Perry calls ‘accidental surprises’, for 
such so-called 'surprises' are not part of the ideal response intended by 
the implied author. In the end, then, Perry’s ‘reconstructed first 
reading’—that is, a first-time reading with accidental surprises elimi- 
nated—is functionally equivalent to a first-time reading by the implied 
reader, the process underlying the present study. Therefore, Perry’s 
insights can be used in the formulation of the present study’s method- 
ology. 

Perry’s emphasis on the sequential nature of the text is evident in the 
following passage: 


[The literary text’s] verbal elements appear one after another, and its 
semantic complexes (e.g., scenes, ideas, characters, plot, value-judg- 
ments) build up ‘cumulatively’, through adjustments and readjustments. 
That a literary text cannot yield its information all at once is not just an 
unfortunate consequence of the linear character of language. Literary 
texts may effectively utilize the fact that their material is grasped suc- 
cessively; this is at times a central factor in determining their meanings. 
The ordering and distribution of the elements in a text may exercise 
considerable influence on the nature, not only of the reading process, but 
of the resultant whole as well: a rearrangement of the components may 
result in the activation of alternative potentialities in them and in the 
structuring of a recognizably different whole.?" 


In his discussion of the ordering and distribution of elements in a 
text, Perry asserts that elements at the beginning of a message hold 
more weight than subsequent ones, the so-called ‘primacy effect'.?5 In 
support of this assertion, he draws upon two psychological experiments 
which involve the reading of sets of details to subjects, with the open- 
ing details suggesting one conclusion and the closing details suggesting 
the opposite conclusion. Both experiments find that the opening details 
hold much more weight in the formulation of a conclusion than do the 
subsequent opposing details.?? Perry appeals to these experiments for 
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the light they can shed on how people process information received 
sequentially. Of course, these experiments are not totally analogous to 
the reading process presupposed by Perry; he envisions people reading 
details from a printed page, whereas these experiments involve people 
having details read to them. Because these experiments involve a hear- 
ing audience, they are actually more analogous to the methodology of 
the present study—which presupposes a first-time hearer as the audi- 
ence—than to the methodology of Perry. For the purposes of my analy- 
sis of John the Baptist in the Gospel of Matthew, the insights derived 
from these experiments dictate that special attention be paid to the 
beginning of Matthew's narrative and to its earliest references to John. 
Perry is careful to point out that this primacy effect does not produce 
impressions that necessarily survive the entire literary work: 


rather than being constructed according to the dictates of its initial 
material a literary text is based on the tension between forces resulting 
from the primacy effect and the material at the present point of reading. 
The primacy effect never works in isolation. If the text intends the effect 
of its initial stage to prevail throughout, it must keep reinforcing it.! 


Perry even goes so far as to assert that the primacy effect can be inten- 
tionally subverted: 


What happens in a literary text is that the reader retains the meanings 
constructed initially to whatever extent possible, but the text causes them 


arranged with positive traits at the beginning and negative traits at the end—to one 
group, and then read out the same six traits in reverse order to a second group. 
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per cent felt that the person was friendly, while only 18 per cent of those to whom 
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to be modified or replaced. The literary text, then, exploits the ‘powers’ 
of the primacy effect, but ordinarily it sets up a mechanism to oppose 
them, giving rise, rather, to a recency effect. 0! 


The present study is attentive to the workings not only of the primacy 
effect, but also of the recency effect as I proceed through the text of the 
Gospel of Matthew. 

Another interest of Perry 1s the retrospective action in the reading 
process. He contends that, while the reading process involves a forward 
progression sentence by sentence, a reader's mind also undertakes 
backward activity with earlier material.!°* Perry presents two types of 
backward activity—the previous material's shedding light on the new 
material, and the new components’ illuminating the earlier ones—but 
comments almost exclusively on the latter only.!°° 

Because Perry's analysis assumes an actual reader, he allows for the 
possibility of a reader's going back and re-reading earlier passages in 
response to a text's retrospective action of recalling an earlier text. 
With this view of the reader, it is not surprising that he specifically 
states that the process he envisions is based on a second or third read- 
ing. However, his comments on retrospective action in the reading 
process are not dependent on the possibility of multiple readings. 
Indeed, Iser—whose work on retrospective action is foundational in the 
world of literary theory—discusses this concept apart from presuppos- 
ing multiple readings of the text. 

Iser describes the mechanics of 'retrospection'—as well as the 
related concept of 'anticipation' —as follows: 


Whatever we have read sinks into our memory and is foreshortened. It 
may later be evoked again and set against a different background with 
the result that the reader is enabled to develop hitherto unforeseeable 
connections. The memory evoked, however, can never reassume its 
original shape, for this would mean that memory and perception were 
identical, which is manifestly not so. The new background brings to light 
new aspects of what we had committed to memory; conversely these, in 
turn, shed their light on the new background, thus arousing more com- 
plex anticipations. 106 


101. Perry, ‘Literary Dynamics’, p. 57 (emphasis original). 
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From this excerpt, it is evident that Iser understands retrospection 
primarily as a process in which a later text influences the reader's per- 
ception of an earlier text. Note, however, that Iser also speaks of an 
influence exerted by the earlier text on the reader's understanding of the 
later text; he asserts that the things committed to memory—that is, the 
details of the earlier text—'shed their light on the new background'. 
Therefore, Iser does allow for the possibility that the earlier text could 
influence the understanding of the later text, though he makes no effort 
to develop this idea. 

Fowler adopts Iser’s understanding of retrospection "" and uses it in 
his analysis of the Gospel of Mark. Like Iser, Fowler envisions retro- 
spection primarily as a dynamic in which a later text influences the 
understanding of an earlier text. His analysis of Mark's account of 
Jesus' trial, however, demonstrates the possibility that an earlier text 
could influence the understanding of a later text, although he never 
explicitly articulates this. Fowler writes: 


107 


The priests and elders lose control of themselves and start to abuse the 
condemned man: 'And some began to spit on him, and cover his face, 
and to strike him, saying to him, “Prophesy!”’ (14.65). ‘Prophesy what?’ 
we might ask. The answer is by no means clear...In the instant that 
Jesus is challenged to ‘prophesy!’ in the story, the reader realizes that 
Jesus' most significant prophecy in the Gospel, the prediction of his suf- 
fering and death, is in the process of being fulfilled in the story, even 
though no one in the story takes note of such fulfillment.!9? 


According to Fowler, this challenge to prophesy in Mk 14.65 prompts 
retrospection to earlier passages in which Jesus is seen as prophesying 
his suffering and death. Further, Fowler explains how these earlier pas- 
sages influence the implied reader's understanding of this later chal- 
lenge to prophecy. Therefore, Fowler's analysis of Mk 14.65 illustrates 
the use of retrospection in prompting the implied reader to draw on 
earlier texts to enrich the understanding of a later text. The present 
study identifies the same dynamic in the Matthean narrator's use of 
John the Baptist. 

One concept that is foundational to any discussion of the discourse 


107. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, p. 43. 

108. See Fowler's discussions on retrospection on pp. 139, 166, 169, 202, 238, 
241-42 and 248. 
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level of a narrative is ‘point of view’. Moore provides a solid definition 
of this concept: 


Point of view denotes the rhetorical activity of an author as he or she 
attempts through the medium of a narrator (or more precisely, by an act 
of narration), and from his or her position within some socially shared 
system of assumptions, beliefs, and values to impose a story-world upon 
a reader (or listener). 


Among biblical literary critics, the most popular system of analyzing 
point of view is that of Boris Uspensky as outlined in A Poetics of 
Composition.''' Uspensky discusses point of view as it is manifested on 
five different levels or planes: ideological, phraseological, spatial, tem- 
poral and psychological.!!? 

Concerning point of view on the ideological, or ‘evaluative’, plane, 
the main issue is ‘whose point of view does the author assume when he 
evaluates and perceives ideologically the world which he describes'.!? 
Uspensky notes that this point of view may be that of the author, or that 
of the narrator—assuming an unreliable narrator whose ideological 
point of view is at odds with that of the author—or that of one of the 
characters, with the possibility of a variety of ideological points of view 
being present in a given narrative.!'* However, concerning the narrative 
under investigation in the present study, the Gospel of Matthew, 
Kingsbury correctly asserts that the implied author adopts a single 
evaluative point of view—that of God—as normative for the whole 
narrative.!!? Uspensky rates this type of single, dominating point of 
view as the simplest, and least interesting, case on the ideological 
plane,!! and describes how it works as follows: 


110. Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, p. 26. 

111. Boris Uspensky, A Poetics of Composition: The Structure of the Artistic 
Text and Typology of a Compositional Form (trans. Valentina Zavarin and Susan 
Wittig; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973). 

112. Uspensky devotes a chapter to each of the ideological, phraseological and 
psychological planes. However, he deals with both the spatial and temporal planes 
in one chapter; indeed, he sometimes speaks in terms of the 'spatio-temporal' level. 
In this study, the spatial and temporal planes are seen as sufficiently distinctive to 
warrant separate treatments. 

113. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 8. 

114. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 8. 

115. Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, p. 34. 
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if some other point of view should emerge, nonconcurrent with the 
dominant one (if, for example, some facts should be judged from the 
point of view of one of the characters), this judgment will be reevaluated 
from the more dominant position, and the evaluating subject (the charac- 
ter), together with his system of ideas, will become the object, evaluated 
from the more general viewpoint.! d 


To communicate to the narratee an evaluation of a character's ideo- 
logical point of view, the narrator may simply declare the evaluation in 
the form of explicit commentary. Alternatively, the narrator may lead 
the narratee to identify with, or distance him- or herself from, a given 
character; in this way, the character is established as positive or nega- 
tive, and thus as a reliable or unreliable source of the narrator's ideolog- 
ical point of view. 

The differentiation of points of view on the phraseological plane is 
evident in distinctions in speech characteristics. Uspensky describes 
how point of view on this plane can shift: 


Let us assume that an event to be described takes place before a number 
of witnesses...Each of the observers may offer his own description of 
the events; presumably these versions would be presented in the form of 
direct discourse (in the first person). We would then expect these mono- 
logues to be distinct in their particular speech characteristics... 

Theoretically, the author, constructing his narrative, may use first one 
and then another of these various narrations. These narrations, originally 
assumed to be in direct discourse, may merge and be transposed into 
authorial speech. Within the authorial speech the shifting from one point 
of view to another is expressed in different uses of forms from someone 
else's speech.! 3: 


Of course, the narrator possesses particular speech characteristics as 
well. Therefore, characters may have their points of view aligned with, 
or distanced from, that of the narrator when their speech utilizes, or 
fails to utilize, speech characteristics of the narrator. This is particularly 
evident in the use of names,'!? an issue of phraseological point of view 
that is relevant in the present study. 

Point of view on the spatial plane has to do with the spatial relation- 
ship between the narrator and the characters in the story. The narrator 
may first establish a position following one character, but then shift to 


117. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 9 (emphasis original). 
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positions following other characters in successive episodes; this strat- 
egy results in a balanced focus among the various characters. On the 
other hand, the narrator may maintain a position close to a single char- 
acter over an extended stretch of the narrative; this strategy has the 
effect of bestowing a sense of significance on that character. The narra- 
tor's choices regarding spatial position are influential for the narratee's 
experience of the narrative, as this study demonstrates. 

The narrator also manipulates spatial point of view through control- 
ling the distance from which the narratee experiences the action of the 
story. The narrator may narrate one part of a pericope from a dis- 
tance, thus de-emphasizing those details of the passage. Alternatively, 
the narrator may draw in close to the action in another part of the peri- 
cope—not unlike a movie camera zooming in on one part of a scene— 
thus emphasizing that part of the passage. The present study analyzes 
such narrative moves to discern what the narrator wishes to emphasize 
and de-emphasize. 

On the temporal plane, the narrator may manipulate point of view in 
a number of different ways to influence the narratee's experience of the 
narrative. Most narratives are narrated from a point subsequent to the 
final event of the story;!?! the story is related retrospectively with the 
use of past-tense verbs. Occasionally, however, a narrator may choose a 
position concurrent with the action of the story by abandoning the past 
tense in favour of the present tense. Uspensky explains the effect of 
such a narrative move: 


Each time the present tense is used, the author's temporal position is 
synchronic—that is, it coincides with the temporal position of his char- 
acters... The purpose of this device is to take the [audience] directly into 
the action of the narrative, and to put him into the same position as that 
occupied by the characters of the story. ? 


In such a case, the narrator's temporal point of view is internal to the 
narrative, whereas a narrator who is narrating from the future—looking 
back at the characters’ present—has a temporal point of view that is 
external to the narrative.!? This distinction between points of view 
external and internal to a narrative is significant to a narratee's experi- 


120. Norman R. Petersen, ‘“Point of View" in Mark's Narrative’, Semeia 12 
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121. Chatman, Story and Discourse, p. 80. 

122. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 71. 

123. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 67. 


60 John the Baptist in Life and Death 


ence of a narrative. An external point of view prompts a sense of 
estrangement,!** while an internal point of view brings about a sense of 
identification.'?? Therefore, a narrator may shift from past to present 
tense in order to draw the narratee into a position internal to the narra- 
tive, where he or she identifies with a certain character, or characters, in 
the story. 

On the temporal plane, the narrator may also cause a deviation from 
a strict sequential presentation of the events of the story, that is, a 
divergence of plotted time from story time. The narrator may plot a 
given episode either before or after it actually occurs in the story-line, 
thus enhancing the impact of that episode on the narratee. In the present 
study, this technique is examined in connection with the account of 
John the Baptist's execution (Mt. 14.1-12). 

Also relevant to point of view on the temporal plane is pacing; dis- 
course time may be slower than, the same as, or faster than, story time. 
Gérard Genette sets out four possible narrative speeds: (1) ‘ellipsis’, 
where discourse time halts, but story time continues; (2) ‘summary’, 
where discourse time is shorter than story time; (3) 'scene', where dis- 
course time and story time are equal; and (4) ‘pause’, where story time 
halts, but discourse time continues." Chatman adds a fifth possibility: 
‘stretch’, where discourse time is longer than story time.'”’ In the pre- 
sent study, ‘summary’ and ‘scene’ are especially significant for our 
analysis. Genette points out that summary constitutes ‘the ‘background’ 
against which scenes stand out’.'*8 Therefore, this analysis determines 
the material in the narrative that the narrator de-emphasizes by report- 
ing it in summary narrative, and the material that the narrator empha- 
sizes by using scene narrative. 

Point of view on the psychological plane has to do with the degree to 


124. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 131. 

125. Uspensky, Poetics of Composition, p. 88. 

126. Gérard Genette, Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method (trans. Jane E. 
Lewin; Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1980), pp. 93-95. 
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which the narrator relies on the consciousness of the characters in the 
story.? The narrator may choose to describe a character strictly from 
the perspective of an outside observer, that is, adopt a point of view 
external to the character. Alternatively, the narrator may choose a point 
of view internal to the character. Uspensky describes this as follows: 


behaviour may be described from the point of view of the person himself 
or from the point of view of an omniscient observer who is permitted to 
penetrate the consciousness of that person. In this kind of description we 
find revealed the internal processes (thoughts, feelings, sensory percep- 
tions, emotions) which are not normally accessible to an external 
observer (who can only speculate about such processes, projecting his 
own experience onto the external manifestations of someone else's 
behavior)? 


Such descriptions from a point of view internal to the character are 
most often revealed with the use of verba sentiendi, that is, verbs such 
as ‘thought’, ‘felt’, 'knew' and ‘recognized’ which indicate the work- 
ings of a character’s mind. P?! 

According to Uspensky, the effect of a psychological point of view 
strictly external to a character is a sense of alienation.!?? Of course, this 
view is based on the study of the modern novel which is characterized 
by frequent and lengthy descriptions of a character's thoughts and 
feelings; in the context of the modern novel, the complete absence of 
any internal descriptions of a major character is noteworthy. Unlike the 
modern novel, however, the Gospels are characterized by a complete 
Jack of extensive descriptions of what is going on in a character's mind. 
In fact, the Gospels contain relatively little in the way of any descrip- 
tion at all of a character's thoughts and feelings. Therefore, for the 
analysis of the Gospel narratives, the absence of internal descriptions of 
a given character should not be interpreted as an attempt by the narrator 
to alienate the narratee from that character. 

On the other hand, since internal descriptions are used so sparingly in 
the Gospels, their presence when they do occur should be taken as 
significant. Booth designates these internal descriptions ‘inside views’, 
and suggests that use of them has the effect of evoking sympathy from 
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the audience (27 Of course, a single, short inside view will not necessar- 
ily have this effect; if an isolated inside view of a given character is 
clearly at odds with the norms of the narrative, it will have the effect of 
alienating, as opposed to evoking sympathy from, the audience. How- 
ever, Booth convincingly demonstrates that prolonged inside views of a 
character, whether positive or negative, can have the effect of prompt- 
ing sympathy for that character. He discusses Jane Austen's Emma as 
an example. Booth asserts that if Emma was described only from an 
external point of view, she would come across as an unpleasant person 
who evokes no sympathy from the audience; the narrator here presents 
a heroine with serious faults which lead her to be unkind to a number of 
other characters. However, Booth points out that most of the story is 
shown through Emma's eyes, and this sustained inside view results in 
the audience's hoping for good fortune for her rather than holding her 
in disdain.^ 

Apart from this sympathy-evoking quality of extensive inside views, 
even short and isolated inside views are useful to the narrator, for they 
have the capacity of functioning as powerful tools in the service of 
characterization in the narrative. Rather than having to be restricted to 
how characters appear or to what characters say or do, the narrator can 
also present their thoughts and feelings for the purposes of portraying 
them in a certain way to the narratee. The narrator is able to engender a 
sense of affinity with a character through an inside view in harmony 
with the dominant ideological point of view of the narrative, or a sense 
of distance through an inside view at odds with that dominant point of 
view. The present study analyzes inside views to determine their effect 
on the narratee's experience of the narrative. 

This overview of point of view has focused on aspects of this concept 
that are especially pertinent to the present study.'?? Because this study 
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adopts a strictly sequential approach to the narrative, my analysis of 
point of view is strictly sequential as well; I proceed through the text, 
noting shifts in point of view on the various planes, and analyzing the 
significance of these shifts for the unfolding narrative. 


Chapter 3 


STRUCTURE 


For the purposes of structuring the following analysis, the structure of 
Matthew's Gospel could be used as an organizing principle, if 
Matthew's Gospel does in fact have a discernible structure. Decades of 
debate have resulted in a great diversity of suggestions for conceptual- 
izing the structure of Matthew's Gospel, but three stand out from the 
rest: (1) a structure patterned after the Pentateuch; (2) a chiastic struc- 
ture; and (3) a tripartite structure formed by the twice-repeated phrase 
‘From that time Jesus began... '.! I will examine each of these pro- 
posed structures from the perspective of the audience-oriented critical 
methodology adopted by the present study, and thus determine if any of 
them may be used to structure my analysis of John the Baptist in 
Matthew. 

The Pentateuchal theory of Matthew's structure was first established 


1. A fourth prominent way of conceptualizing the structure of Matthew’s 
Gospel has been through the analysis of Matthew's stance on salvation history. See, 
for example: Rolf Walker, Die Heilsgeschichte im ersten Evangelium (Góttingen: 
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Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit: Untersuchung zur Theologie des Matthäus (Gottingen: 
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other three categories, these analyses are not primarily concerned with the demar- 
cation of fixed boundaries between sections making up the structure of the Gospel. 
For this reason, these studies are not included in the present discussion on the 
structure of the narrative. 
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by Benjamin W. Bacon.’ Bacon points out the way in which Matthew 
gathers most of his teaching material into five lengthy discourses: (1) 
the Sermon on the Mount (chs. 5-7); (2) the discourse on mission and 
martyrdom (ch. 10); (3) the discourse on the Kingdom of Heaven (ch. 
13); (4) the discourse on church administration (chap. 18); and (5) the 
discourse on eschatology (chs. 23-25), with the conclusion of each dis- 
course marked by a variation of the formula: "And when Jesus finished 
these sayings...'.? In addition, each discourse joins with the narrative 
section preceding it* so that the two sections form a single unit; there- 
fore, the text from ch. 3 to ch. 25 is made up of five ‘books’ to corre- 
spond to the five books of the Pentateuch, with chs. 1—2 acting as a 
prologue and chs. 26—28 acting as an epilogue. 

Bacon's basic premise of the alternation between narrative and dis- 
course sections has been adopted by many scholars. On the other hand, 
the details of Bacon's analysis have been challenged on numerous 
fronts,” though the present critique will limit itself to only one issue: 
how Bacon's suggested structure fares from an audience-oriented criti- 
cal perspective, that is, a perspective presupposing a first-time narratee 
proceeding sequentially through the text. 

Bacon posits the first two chapters of the Gospel as a prologue, with 
3.1 marking the beginning of Matthew’s first ‘book’. For a narratee, 
proceeding sequentially through the text, to take 3.1 as such a major 
transition, there needs to be something substantial in the narrative to 
signal to the narratee that he or she is entering into a new section of the 
narrative. However, 3.1 contains nothing substantial enough to accom- 
plish this task. As a result, the narratee would not recognize the mate- 
rial following 3.1 as a new section of the narrative. 

Once the narratee has gone through the narrative section of Bacon's 
first book (3.1—4.25) and moves a significant distance into ch. 5, he or 
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she will undoubtedly notice the shift from narrative to discourse. If the 
narratee is to take this narrative section and this discourse section 
together as two parts of the same unit, there needs to be prominent links 
in the text between these two sections to alert an unsuspecting narratee 
to this fact. Such links, however, are lacking in the text. Therefore, 
once the narratee has encountered the concluding formula in 7.28-29 
and moves on into the narrative section of Bacon's second book, it is 
inconceivable that the narratee would recognize the material from 3.1 
to 7.29 as a discrete unit. 

As the narratee proceeds through the text, the narrative sections will 
not catch his or her attention; the Gospel began with four straight 
chapters of narrative, thus conditioning the narratee to expect this type 
of text throughout. The discourse sections, on the other hand, do stand 
out because of their distinctive nature. Further, once the narratee has 
encountered a few of these discourses, it is entirely plausible that he or 
she will start to notice a pattern, especially since each discourse con- 
cludes with the same type of formula. Nevetheless, as in the case of the 
first discourse, each of these later discourses lacks the requisite clues to 
signal to the narratee that it is to be taken together with the preceding 
narrative as a set. Because the narratee does not see each narrative-plus- 
discourse as a unit, he or she cannot recognize the material from 3.1 
through 25.46 as a series of five discrete books. Moreover, while en 
route, there is no way for the narratee to know that these discourses will 
number five in the end, and so any thought of a parallel to the Penta- 
teuch simply would never come to mind. 

From an audience-oriented critical perspective, Bacon's pentateuchal 
theory suffers from a fatal flaw: it presupposes a static approach to the 
text. Bacon's analysis requires the narrative to be an object existing in 
space, something that can be examined all at once. Only in this way 
would Bacon be able to become aware of the details in the text needed 
to formulate his parallel to the Pentateuch. The adoption of a dynamic 
approach to the narrative, on the other hand, never allows the narratee 
to see the whole narrative as an object that can be examined all at once. 
Because the narratee is limited to a strictly sequential progress through 
the narrative, without the ability to check back or check forward, he or 
she would simply never perceive the structure proposed by Bacon. 

Various scholars have suggested a chiastic structure as the organiz- 
ing principle of the Gospel of Matthew, though these variations all 
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tend to rely on the alternation of narrative and discourse sections as 
an underlying premise. Typical of these suggestions is the structure 
proposed by Peter F. Ellis,° which can be diagrammed as follows: 


narrative sermon narrative sermon narrative sermon 
A chs. 1-4 
B chs. 5—7 
C chs. 8—9 
D ch. 10 
E chs. 11-12 
F ch. 13 
E chs. 14-17 
D ch. 18 
C chs. 19-22 
B chs. 23-25 
A chs. 26-28 


David Bauer provides a narrative-critical evaluation of the chiastic 
structures proposed by Ellis and also that proposed by H. Benedict 
Green.’ Bauer asserts that, for a chiastic structure to be effective as a 
literary device, it must be relatively clear and discernible, and, in his 
opinion, the chiastic structures proposed by Ellis and Green are not. 
From Bauer’s perspective, a chiastic structure for Matthew is not even 
clear enough for Ellis and Green to be able to agree on basic issues 
such as how the chiasm achieves its purpose and the location of its cen- 
tral turning point.® 

In the end, Bauer concludes that Ellis and Green have failed to 
meet the burden of proof: chiastic structures must be relatively clear 
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and discernible, and each of these scholars has simply failed to supply 
the evidence necessary to make his case. Yet it is interesting to note 
that, in evaluating Ellis and Green in this way, Bauer does not preclude 
the possibility of a chiastic structure for the Gospel of Matthew. From 
an audience-oriented critical perspective, is a chiastic structure for 
Matthew's narrative, in fact, a possibility? Could a first-time hearer— 
proceeding sequentially through the text without the capacity of check- 
ing back or checking forward—grasp a chiastic structure encompassing 
the whole narrative? I shall use Ellis's suggested structure for the pur- 
poses of testing this out. 

The narratee begins the journey through the Gospel with passage 
after passage of narrative text, a narrative flow that is interrupted by a 
discourse beginning in ch. 5. By the time the narratee finishes this 
lengthy speech and continues onto the narrative of ch. 8, would he or 
she recognize the material already covered as two discrete units, each 
with its own themes, and this new narrative material as a third? Such is 
perhaps conceivable. On the other hand, it is just as conceivable that 
the narratee would understand this new narrative material as nothing 
more than a resumption of the narrative interrupted by the discourse, 
and not as a third discrete unit in the text. Further, as the narratee con- 
tinues to go through narrative (ch. 8—9), and then discourse (ch. 10), 
and then narrative (chs. 11—12), and then discourse (ch. 13), he or she 
could perhaps see in this material a series of discrete units, as Ellis sug- 
gests. On the other hand, the narratee could just as well understand the 
whole of the text up to this point as one continuous narrative which is 
interrupted by a number of discourses. The foregoing would indicate 
that, regarding Ellis's treatment of the material up through ch. 13, the 
jury is still out. Regarding the material beyond ch. 13, however, there is 
no doubt as to the jury's ultimate verdict. 

According to Ellis, the discourse of ch. 13 represents the central 
turning point of the chiastic structure, after which each new section of 
the text matches, in reverse order, the sections preceding ch. 13. How- 
ever, from the perspective of a first-time narratee proceeding sequen- 
tially through the text, this suggestion 1s problematic, for there is noth- 
ing in ch. 13 to signal to the narratee that the central turning point of 
the Gospel has been encountered. This, in itself, is not fatal for Ellis's 
case; if it can be shown that the following section contains markers 
prominent enough to alert an unsuspecting narratee to the fact that this 
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new section matches the one immediately preceding the discourse of 
ch. 13—thus rendering this discourse a turning point in the Gospel— 
Ellis's theory has a chance for survival. Unfortunately for Ellis, the text 
does not contain markers prominent enough to accomplish this task. 

Even if we assume that the narratee could somehow recognize such a 
match, adoption of Ellis's theory places upon the narratee expectations 
that are beyond all possibility. As the narratee proceeds through the 
narrative section of chs. 14—17 and into the discourse of ch. 18, he or 
she is now expected to recognize this discourse as a match for the 
fourth last section encountered, all without being able to check back. 
Further, with each successive section, the narratee is expected to make 
the match with a previous section even farther in the recesses of his or 
her memory: clearly an impossible task. 

A chiastic structure of the magnitude proposed here requires the 
narratee to recognize connections between sections that grow progres- 
sively farther and farther apart, the last set separated by a staggering 22 
chapters! Clearly, this theory necessitates the ability to view the whole 
narrative at one time. The approach adopted by the present study, how- 
ever, precludes such a viewing. It presupposes a narratee who has a 
clear view of only the most recently encountered material, with a more 
nebulous mental image of what precedes that, and an even more nebu- 
lous mental image of material farther back still. For this reason, the 
narratee would not be capable of matching a new section with a 
previous one any significant distance back in the narrative, a capacity 
essential for the conception of a chiastic structure that encompasses the 
entire narrative. This is not to say that a dynamic approach to the narra- 
tive allows for no chiastic structures at all. The narrator may arrange a 
certain number of lines, sentences, or even paragraphs in such a way as 
to lead the narratee to perceive a chiasm.? However, it is not reasonable 
to posit a narrator who arranges all of the details of the narrative to 
form a single gigantic chiastic structure, and a narratee—proceeding 


9. See,for example, the chiasm in Mt. 7.6: 


A Do not give what is holy to dogs 
B And do not throw your pearls before swine 
B Or they will trample them under foot 

A And turn and maul you 
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sequentially through the text—who grasps the significance of the 
arrangement. 

While the theory of a tripartite structure for the Gospel of Matthew 
has been suggested by many scholars,!? its most prominent proponent 
has been Jack Dean Kingsbury. Back in the mid-1970s, Kingsbury used 
redaction criticism to support this position.!! He notes the use of the 
formula G6 tóte Tjp&ato [ó] Incots in 4.17 and 16.21,'? and asserts 
that ‘Matthew, by combining the phrase apo tote with the verb 
archomai, has succeeded in creating an expression that strongly 
denotes the beginning of a new phase in the “life of Jesus" '.P? Further, 
after arguing for 1.1 not to be understood as the title for the whole 
Gospel, but rather as the superscription for the first section of the 
Gospel,'^ Kingsbury posits a structure for the Gospel which can be out- 
lined as follows: ‘the person of Jesus Messiah (1.1—4.16), the proclama- 
tion of Jesus Messiah (4.17—16.20), and the suffering, death, and resur- 
rection of Jesus Messiah (16.21-28.20). With his transition from 
redaction criticism to literary criticism, Kingsbury retained his position 
on a tripartite structure for the Gospel of Matthew, though he has not 
written a major work defending this position from a literary-critical 
perspective.!6 That task has been taken up by David Bauer." 

Bauer states his objectives as follows: '(a) to determine the major 
units and sub-units within the Gospel, and (b) to identify the structural 
relationships within and between these units’.!® To accomplish these 
tasks, Bauer focuses on certain rhetorical features, or compositional 
relationships, of the text. In an introductory chapter, he provides a brief 
description of several such compositional relationships: repetition, 


10. See Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, p. 153 n. 37, for a list of scholars 
who have adopted this tripartite structure. 

11. Jack Dean Kingsbury, Matthew: Structure, Christology, Kingdom 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975). 

12. Kingsbury, Structure, Christology, Kingdom, p. 7. 

13. Kingsbury, Structure, Christology, Kingdom, p. 8. 

14. Kingsbury, Structure, Christology, Kingdom, pp. 9-11. 

15. Kingsbury, Structure, Christology, Kingdom, p. 25. 

16. Kingsbury has outlined this position in literary-critical terms, such as in his 
section on ‘The Structure of Matthew and its View of the History of Salvation’, in 
Matthew as Story , pp. 40-41. 

17. Bauer, Structure of Matthew’s Gospel. 

18. Bauer, Structure of Matthew’s Gospel, p. 13. 
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contrast, comparison, causation and substantiation, climax, pivot, par- 
ticularization and generalization, statement of purpose, preparation, 
summarization, interrogation, inclusio, interchange, chiasm, and inter- 
calation.? However, in his treatment of the text itself, Bauer uses 
only a few of these—repetition, contrast, comparison, causation, partic- 
ularization, climax, and inclusio—and even admits that the findings of 
two whole chapters, one on 'Repetition of Comparison' and the other 
on ‘Repetition of Contrast’, concern themes repeated throughout the 
Gospel, and so have no direct bearing on the divisions within the 
Gospel.” 

Bauer’s basic position on the structure of Matthew’s narrative 
emerges from an analysis which he terms: ‘repetition of particulariza- 
tion and climax with preparation and causation'.?! Bauer asserts that 
1.1, 4.17 and 16.21 represent general statements, or superscriptions, 
with each particularized in the text following it; this results in three 
sections, each initiated by a statement indicating the nature of its con- 
tent, and each building toward a climax near its conclusion. Further, the 
first section acts as preparation for the second, while the second pro- 
vides causation for the third. 

With this analysis, Bauer concludes with the same tripartite structure 
as that emerging out of Kingsbury's redaction-critical work, but now 
with the support of literary-critical concepts. However, it remains to be 
seen if this structure can stand up under the scrutiny of the particular 
literary-critical approach adopted by the present study. Would a narra- 
tee, starting from the beginning and proceeding sequentially through 
the text, recognize 1.1, 4.17 and 16.21 as superscriptions, or headings, 
and the text following each as particularization of the themes contained 
in that heading? 

The opening verse of the Gospel "The book of the genealogy of 
Jesus Christ, Son of David, Son of Abraham’—does possess the nature 
of a heading, and so could very well be taken as such by the narratee. 
Nevertheless, this verse does not contain sufficient clues to signal to the 
narratee that this statement constitutes the heading of an initial section 
of the narrative only, as opposed to the heading of the narrative as a 
whole. Further, as the narratee continues past 1.1 and into the following 


19. Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, pp. 13-19. 
20. Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, p. 138. 
21. Bauer, Structure of Matthew’s Gospel, pp. 73-108. 
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narrative, he or she would undoubtedly notice, throughout the early 
chapters of the Gospel, particularization of the themes of 1.1, as Bauer 
asserts. But again, there is nothing to inform the narratee that this par- 
ticularization is peculiar to an initial section of the narrative alone; from 
the perspective of a narratee who has experienced only the early 
chapters of the narrative, this particularization of the themes of 1.1 
could very well be a feature of the whole Gospel. 

Upon reaching 4.17, would the narratee recognize a transition into a 
new section? Admittedly, the content of 4.17 does indicate a transition; 
however, the narratee would not necessarily view this as a transition 
into a new section of the Gospel. Narratives such as this are expected to 
contain transitions, and clearly not every transition constitutes the 
demarcation of a new section in the structure of the narrative. There- 
fore, in the absence of some feature that causes this transition to stand 
out, it would not be taken by the narratee as significant. Of course, 
advocates of the tripartite structure theory could argue that this transi- 
tion does contain just such a feature: a striking similarity to the transi- 
tion in 16.21. However, because our narratee is defined as a first-time 
audience proceeding sequentially through the text, this striking similar- 
ity is irrelevant, for when the narratee encounters the transition in 4.17, 
he or she is totally unaware of this later transition's existence. As a 
result, the narratee would not see the transition in 4.17 as exceptional, 
and so would have no reason to take 4.17 as a heading of a new section. 
Therefore, as the narratee passes through 4.17 and into the following 
narrative, he or she would not recognize elements in the text as particu- 
larization of 4.17, simply because the theme of 4.17 has not been 
impressed upon the narratee as significant enough to warrant particular- 
ization. 

This critique of Bauer's position demonstrates the basic incompati- 
bility between his approach and the methodology adopted by the pre- 
sent study. In contrast to this study's dynamic approach to the narrative, 
Bauer utilizes a static approach, one that presupposes the ability to 
view the whole narrative at one time. Bauer's appropriation of this 
approach is evident in his description of literary criticism as a method 
that ‘focuses upon the form of the final work as a literary object'.? 

This is also evident in the way he uses data from the Gospel in sup- 
port of points that he makes. For example, as evidence of Matthew's 


22. Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, p. 12 (emphasis added). 
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particularization of the theme ‘Christ’ in the first section of the narra- 
tive, Bauer asserts: ‘The fulfillment quotations which cluster in this 
material point to Jesus as the Christ who forms the climax of and gives 
meaning to salvation history.'?? For Bauer, the existence of this cluster- 
ing of fulfilment quotations here, in contrast to their isolated occur- 
rences later in the narrative, is to be taken as significant for the 
purposes of signalling to the audience that particularization is taking 
place. It should be noted, however, that, while a narratee proceeding 
sequentially through the text would undoubtedly notice these fulfilment 
quotations, he or she would not necessarily see them as being clustered 
here in the opening of the narrative. The narratee is not aware at this 
point that these fulfilment quotations appear much more sparsely later 
in the narrative; for all the narratee knows, these quotations continue at 
this rate throughout the entire narrative. Only a static approach to the 
narrative would equip the narratee with an awareness that the 
concentration of fulfilment quotations being experienced here in the 
text is unique to the early chapters of the Gospel. 

As further evidence of Matthew's particularization of the theme 
‘Christ’ in the first section of the narrative, Bauer states: ‘John the 
Baptist refers to Jesus as "the coming one" (3.11), meaning the Christ 
(11.2).’** Would the narratee necessarily see this designation ‘the 
coming one’ in 3.11 as referring to ‘the Christ’? It is true that the narra- 
tor's crafting of 11.2-3 does indicate that John the Baptist uses the 
designation 'the coming one' for the Christ. However, when the narra- 
tee comes across this designation in 3.1, he or she is not aware that 
John uses it for the Christ, simply because the contents of 11.2-3 have 
not yet been encountered. Again, only by means of a static approach to 
the narrative would the narratee be able to read into 3.11 John's 
identification of 'the coming one' with the Christ in 11.2-3. 

To summarize, Bauer's static approach to the narrative allows him to 
examine all of the data of the whole Gospel in service of his analysis of 
any given passage. In fact, his central thesis of ‘superscriptions particu- 
larized in the following text' is premised on the ability to do just that. 
With the whole text of the Gospel available from the outset, 1.1, 4.17 
and 16.21 could be taken as the headings of three sections, each lying 
open to the observer who is able to scan back and forth over their 


23. Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, p. 76. 
24. Bauer, Structure of Matthew's Gospel, p. 76. 
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contents, searching for examples of particularization of each section's 
themes. 

On the other hand, the narratee presupposed by the present study is 
limited to a strictly sequential progress through the narrative, and so 
does not have the vantage point of the text presupposed by Bauer; as a 
result, he or she is not able to see the structuring features that Bauer 
sees. In fact, it is questionable whether a narratee, proceeding sequen- 
tially through a narrative, is ever able to discern a structure that encom- 
passes a whole narrative, such as the three reviewed in this study. 
Robert C. Tannehill addresses this issue as follows: 


The outline of a Gospel has...been a subject of frequent study. This 
usually results in a topical outline with neat divisions. Such an outline 
may be appropriate to a well-constructed essay, but it is not necessarily 
appropriate to a narrative. There are special aspects of narrative compo- 
sition which biblical scholars will continue to ignore if there is not 
greater awareness of how stories are told and how they communicate.” 


All such proposed outlines, including the three examined here, 
emerge from studies that presuppose full knowledge of every detail of 
the narrative from the outset. Indeed, the very concept of 'structure' 
supposes an object with discernible parts. In contrast, the dynamic 
approach adopted by the present study does not envision a narrative as 
an object to be observed in space, but rather as an event. This approach 
focuses on the efforts of the narrator to influence the narratee's experi- 
ence as he or she encounters detail upon detail in the flow of the 
narrative. 

Certainly, the narrator can—and does—employ structuring devices 
as part of a full array of narrative tools used to bring about various 
effects upon the narratee. However, the structures formed by such 
devices are limited in scope to that which the narratee can readily 
notice while proceeding sequentially through the text.*° Proposed 
structures for the entire text of Matthew are of a significantly different 


25. Tannehill, ‘Disciples in Mark’, p. 387 (emphasis original). These comments 
reflect Tannehill's position while still an advocate of a dynamic, as opposed to a 
static, approach to the text; later in his career, he would adopt a static approach to 
the text, as reflected in his Gospel According to Luke, p. 6. 

26. For example, in Mt. 5, the narrator concludes a beatitude in v. 3 with the 
words On od Zou D Bacela THV oopavóv, and, after several other beati- 
tudes, concludes an eighth with exactly the same wording; in this way, the narrator 
forms an inclusio, a structuring device that spans less than 75 words. 
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type, for they exceed what a narratee, proceeding sequentially through 
the text, can be reasonably expected to comprehend. For these reasons, 
it is concluded that, from an audience-oriented critical perspective, the 
text of Matthew's narrative does not contain an overarching structure 
that can be laid out in outline form, such as a Pentateuchal structure, a 
chiastic structure or a tripartite structure. The present study, lacking 
such an outline around which to organize its analysis, commences 
simply from the beginning of the narrative and examines, in sequence, 
each passage relevant to an understanding of the role that John the 
Baptist plays in the narrative of Matthew. 


Part II 


EXEGESIS 


The first mention of John the Baptist in the Gospel of Matthew does not 
occur until the account of bis ministry of preaching and baptizing as 
presented in Chapter 3. I cannot, however, simply begin my analysis at 
that point in the text; by the time the narratee encounters that passage, 
he or she has already been exposed to two complete chapters of 
narrative details, and this exposure cannot help but influence the 
narratee's experience of the first passage on John the Baptist.! The 
material in tbe first two chapters of the narrative acts as pre-information 
for my analysis of John, and this pre-information must be examined in 
order to determine what the narratee carries into his or her encounter 
with John. 


1. Cf. Dorothy Jean Weaver, Matthew's Missionary Discourse: A Literary 
Critical Analysis (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990) p. 31. 


Chapter 4 


PRE-INFORMATION 


As noted in Chapter 2, the implied author/narrator of Matthew adopts a 
single, dominating ideological point of view as normative for the nar- 
rative. Because the narrative contains a number of different ideological 
points of view, the narrator needs some way of communicating to the 
narratee which of these are aligned with the normative ideological point 
of view of the narrative and which are not. Therefore, perhaps the 
single most important task undertaken by the narrator in the opening 
chapters of the Gospel is the conditioning of the narratee to be able to 
discern between reliable and unreliable sources of the narrator's own 
normative ideological point of view. 

The narrator begins this task in the opening verse of the Gospel: 
BipAiog yeveoews 1noo0 Xptotod vto) Aavid viod 'ABpadap (1.1). 
With this verse, the narrator clearly establishes Jesus as the protagonist 
of the story. Having established this fact, it is tempting to conclude 
further that Jesus’ status as protagonist automatically qualifies him as a 
reliable source of the narrator's ideological point of view. However, 
such is not the case, for it is possible for a narrator to cast an unreliable 
character as the protagonist of a story.! Therefore, it is necessary to 
examine the narrator's treatment of Jesus in these opening chapters to 
determine whether the narrator establishes Jesus as a reliable protago- 
nist or not. 

As we have just seen, the narrator's treatment of Jesus begins in the 
opening verse of the Gospel with an ascription to him of the designa- 
tions ‘Messiah’, ‘Son of David’ and ‘Son of Abraham’. Each of these 
designations portrays Jesus in a very positive light, as a significant 
figure in his people’s history. Further, the following genealogy (1.2-16) 


1. For example, in Charles Dickens’s A Christmas Carol, Ebenezer Scrooge is 
the protagonist, yet for most of the story his ideological point of view does not 
reliably reflect that of the implied author. 
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enhances Jesus’ significance in this history; the genealogy has Abraham 
as its first entry and Jesus as its final entry, thus depicting Jesus as the 
culmination of Israel's history. Through this positive depiction of Jesus 
right at the outset of the narrative, the narrator begins the process of 
conditioning the narratee to perceive Jesus as a reliable source of the 
narrator' s own ideological point of view, a process that Booth terms the 
conferral of the ‘badge of reliability' 2 

The narrator continues this process in the material following the 
genealogy with a series of formula quotations, each introduced with a 
variation of ‘This took place in order that what had been spoken by the 
Lord through the prophet might be fulfilled’.Therefore, the narrator 
uses these formula quotations to present Jesus as fulfilling the follow- 
ing prophecies: (1) the circumstances surrounding Jesus’ conception 
fulfil the prophecy cited in 1.23; (2) the flight to Egypt fulfils the 
prophecy cited in 2.15; and (3) the move to Nazareth fulfils the 
prophecy cited in 2.23.° 

It should be noted, however, that the mere citation of a character’s 
fulfilling prophecy does not necessarily establish that character as a 
reliable source of the narrator’s ideological point of view; the nature of 
the prophecy fulfilled is crucial in making a determination on reliabil- 
ity. For example, in 2.17-18, Herod’s slaughter of the children in and 
around Bethlehem is cited as fulfilling prophecy. This operates toward 
establishing Herod as a negative character, and thus as an unreliable 
source of the narrator’s ideological point of view. In contrast, the cita- 
tions in the first two chapters related to Jesus as fulfilling prophecy do 
not reflect negatively on Jesus at all; in fact, the first two—Jesus as 
‘Emmanuel’ (1.23) and Jesus as God's son (2.15)—Treflect very posi- 
tively on him. As a result, Jesus’ participation in fulfilling prophecy 
operates toward establishing him as a positive character. Therefore, we 
have further efforts by the narrator early in the narrative to establish 
Jesus as a reliable source of the narrator’s ideological point of view. 

Depicting Jesus in this way provides the narrator with a powerful 


2. Booth, Rhetoric of Fiction, p. 8. 

3. A fourth formula quotation in this section of the narrative—Herod’s 
slaughter of the children of Bethlehem as fulfilling the prophecy quoted in 2.18— 
does not cite Jesus as fulfilling prophecy. Whether 2.5-6 qualifies as a fifth formula 
quotation is debated; see W.D. Davies and Dale C. Allison, Jr, A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to Saint Matthew (3 vols.; 
Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988), I, p. 241. 
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tool for influencing the narratee's experience of the narrative. Once the 
narrator has succeeded in establishing Jesus as a reliable source of the 
narrator's own ideological point of view, then the narrator's options for 
communicating ideologically with the narratee are dramatically 
increased. In addition to the use of explicit commentary as a means for 
communicating his own ideological point of view, the narrator may 
now use Jesus as a mouthpiece for accomplishing this task. This, in 
turn, is significant for the present study for, in attempting to discern the 
narrator’s ideological point of view on John the Baptist, Jesus’ words 
with and about John can now be taken as reliable reflections of that 
point of view. Further, John's own ideological point of view can be 
measured against that of Jesus as a means of determining whether John 
is a reliable or unreliable source of the narrator's ideological point of 
view. 

Besides the task of conditioning the narratee to be able to make 
judgments as to the reliability of the characters in the story, the narrator 
also uses these opening chapters, and particularly the opening verse of 
the Gospel, to establish his own phraseological point of view on the 
name of the story's protagonist: ‘Jesus’, ‘Messiah’, ‘Son of David’ and 
‘Son of Abraham’. Having established this phraseological point of 
view, the narrator is able to use nomenclature throughout the rest of the 
narrative as a way of influencing the narratee into identifying with 
some characters and feeling alienated from others. For example, by 
having a character use one of the designations presented in 1.1, the nar- 
rator creates an alignment of that character's point of view with his 
own—-the normative point of view of the narrative—thus arousing 
within the narratee a sense of affinity with that character.^ On the other 
hand, a character's consistent use of designations other than those 
established as the narrator's own phraseological point of view has the 
effect of arousing within the narratee a sense of distancing from that 
character. The present study examines John the Baptist’s phraseological 
point of view as it pertains to the naming of Jesus in order to determine 
what effect this has on the narratee's experience of John. 


4. A character's use of one of these designations would not bring about an 
alignment of the character's and the narrator's points of view if the context—for 
example, a context of irony—clearly indicates that such is not in accord with the 
intentions of the narrator. 


Chapter 5 


JOHN: ALIVE AND WELL 


The Introduction of John 


At the beginning of ch. 3, the narratee witnesses the appearance of a 
new character: ‘In those days, John the Baptist appeared in the wilder- 
ness of Judea' (3.1). The way in which the narrator presents John is 
striking, for, up to this point in the narrative, the narrator has hardly 
ever attached titles to characters' names as he has done here.! The 
infrequency of this practice suggests that the narrator reserves the 
bestowal of titles for situations where the content of the title contributes 
significantly to the characterization of the character so designated. 

Here in 3.1, the narrator prompts the narratee to anticipate that John's 
significance in the story will be connected with a ministry of baptism. 
As the narratee begins to proceed through this section of the narrative, 
however, he or she does not find John executing a ministry of baptism. 
Rather, the narratee finds a preacher of repentance; John is depicted as 
proclaiming the message 'Repent, for the Kingdom of Heaven has 
drawn near' (3.2). Therefore, in the first two verses of ch. 3, the narra- 
tor sends the narratee mixed signals. On the one hand, the narrator leads 
the narratee to expect to see John's engaging in a ministry of baptism 
only to withhold that picture of John in favour of one showing John as 
a preacher of repentance. What does the narrator accomplish through 
this narrative move? By creating the expectation of seeing John as bap- 
tist but then withholding fulfilment of this expectation, the narrator 
builds within the narratee a sense of anticipation. Therefore, when the 
narratee finally does encounter the passage focusing on John as baptist, 
it will have a greater impact on the narratee, for he or she will 


1. Apart from the triple ascription of titles to Jesus in the opening verse of the 
narrative, titles have been attached to names on only three occasions: ‘King’ to 
‘David’ in 1.6, and ‘King’ to ‘Herod’ in 2.1 and 2.3. 
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encounter it with a sense of anticipation. The narrator's crafting of the 
narrative in this way indicates that the narrator holds the passage that 
finally does depict John as baptist to be of great importance. 

The opening verses of ch. 3 exhibit some significant narrative moves 
by the narrator on the spatial plane. The first two verses of ch. 3 consist 
of one sentence with a main clause followed by two participial phrases. 
The main clause reads, ‘John the Baptist appeared in those days...’; 
with this clause, the narrator begins this account of John with a very 
general picture, one bereft of spatial bearings.? With the first participial 
phrase, the narrator provides John with a spatial context: '...preaching 
in the wilderness of Judea...’. To this point, however, John remains a 
lone figure preaching off in the distance in a vast wilderness area. With 
the second participial phrase, the narrator draws considerably closer to 
the lone figure, for the narratee is now close enough to John to hear his 
actual words: 'Repent for the Kingdom of Heaven has drawn near' 
(3.2). 

To summarize, in these two verses, the narrator begins his presenta- 
tion of John by depicting him with no spatial context, and then provides 
John with a spatial context far off in the distance, and then draws in on 
John close enough to hear some of his words. Note, however, that only 
a summary of his message is given at this point; from the perspective of 
point of view on the spatial plane, the narrator has drawn in on John 
close enough to enable the narratee to hear the gist of his message, but 
not yet close enough to hear any more than that. 

By drawing in on John step by step in this way, the narrator leads the 
narratee to expect one more step and an actual encounter with John. 
Again, however, the narrator sets up an expectation only to withhold its 
fulfilment; the narrator leads the narratee step by step toward an 
encounter with John, but then holds the narratee back just as he or she 
is on the verge of the encounter. By forcing the narratee to wait for the 
fulfilment of this expectation, the narrator builds on the sense of antici- 
pation already initiated through the designation of John as baptist 
followed by the withholding of a depiction of him fulfilling that role, as 
noted above. 

In place of an actual encounter with John, the narrator inserts a block 


2. Cf. the introduction of the Magi (2.1): to describe the appearance of the 
Magi, the narrator uses the same verb (napayivopat) as that used to describe the 
appearance of John, but also includes two prepositional phrases which specify that 
the Magi came ‘from the east’ and ‘to Jerusalem’. 
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of material introduced by the conjunction yap that signals to the narra- 
tee entry into an explanatory note.? This note begins with a citation of 
John as fulfilling a prophecy regarding the way-preparer of the Lord: 


The voice of one crying out in the wilderness: 
"Prepare the way of the Lord, 
Make straight his paths' (3.3). 


Because the contents of the cited prophecy are clearly positive in 
nature, this assertion by the narrator of John's fulfilling this prophecy 
serves to begin the process of establishing John as a positive character, 
and thus a reliable source of the narrator's ideological point of view.^ In 
addition, this fulfilment quotation impresses on the narratee the theme 
of John as the forerunner of Jesus. Further, because this theme is pre- 
sented by means of a fulfilment quotation—an assertion that God's 
word through a prophet has now been fulfilled—it makes an excep- 
tionally strong impression on the narratee. Clearly, the narrator has 
plans to develop this theme later in the narrative. 

The narrator continues this explanatory note with a description of 
John's clothing and diet (3.4). An analysis of this verse from the per- 
spective of point of view on the temporal plane suggests that the narra- 
tor does not hold the information contained in it to be especially impor- 
tant; this information is presented in summary narrative, as opposed to 
scene narrative, thus indicating that it is to be considered mere back- 
ground material. Nevertheless, this information does have a role to 
play in the development of the narrative, and so must be examined. 

Regarding John's clothing, the narrator states, 'John had a garment of 
camel's hair and a leather belt around his waist' (3.4). Many commen- 
tators see in this verse a clear allusion to the description of Elijah in 
2 Kgs 1.8.° It is true that the reference to John’s belt matches the 


3. See Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, pp. 92-98, for a discussion of par- 
enthetical yap clauses as they are used in the Gospel of Mark. 

4. Cf. the discussion on the narrator's similar treatment of Jesus in the opening 
chapters of the Gospel, pp. 78-80, above. 

5. Seetbe discussion on scene versus summary narrative on p. 60, above. 

6. For example, Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew (Collegeville, 
MN: Liturgical Press, 1991), p. 51; Frederick Dale Bruner, Matthew: A Commen- 
tary (2 vols.; Dallas: Word Books, 1990 [1987]), I, p. 72; Francis W. Beare, The 
Gospel According to Matthew (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1981), p. 90; David 
Hill, The Gospel of Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1972), p. 91. 
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reference to Elijah's belt in the second half of 2 Kgs 1.8.’ Unfor- 
tunately, the reference to the garment of camel's hair in Mt. 3.4 does 
not appear to match the description of Elijah as a ‘hairy man’ in 
conventional English translations of 2 Kgs 1.8.8 However, Gwilyn H. 
Jones points out that the Hebrew of 2 Kgs 1.8 could be rendered, "a 
man with garment of hair" .? Jones writes: 


In support of this latter kind of interpretation, reference can be made to 
the importance attached to Elijah's mantle (1 Kg. 19:19; 2 Kg. 2:8, 
13ff.), and to later allusions implying that such a garment was one of the 
prophetic insignia.'? 


With this interpretation, both halves of the depiction of John in Mt. 3.4 
match the two halves of the depiction of Elijah in 2 Kgs 1.8. This being 
the case, it is evident that the narrator is using this description of John 
to intimate an identification between John and Elijah. This identifi- 
cation, however, is not developed at this point in the narrative; the 
narrator gives just a hint of it here to prepare the narratee for a more 
thorough treatment of it later in the narrative. 

Regarding John's diet, the narrator states that ‘his food was locusts 
and wild honey'. Unlike the description of John's clothing, these words 
do not constitute an allusion to an Old Testament passage. Like the 
description of John's clothing, however, the significance of these words 
does not lie solely within the confines of this passage. The narrator does 
present this description of John's diet to fill out this introduction of 
John by depicting him as a person who practised subsistence living in 
the wilderness.'! At the same time, the narrator gives this description to 
provide the narratee with information that will help him or her to inter- 
pret a passage later in the narrative. !? 


7. Cf. Covnv Seppativnv nepi vv doddv avdtod (Mt. 3.4) with Góvnv 
SEPLATIVHV TEpLECMOLLEVOS triv Caddy a0109 (2 Kgs 1.8 LXX). 

8. For example, NASB, NEB, NRSV and the Tanakh. 

9. Gwilyn H. Jones, 7 and 2 Kings (2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 
II, p. 378. Modern English translations that adopt this interpretation include RSV, 
JB, NJB, NAB and NIV. 

10. Jones, 7 and 2 Kings, II, p. 378; Jones finds Old Testament support for his 
second point in Zech. 13.4. 

11. Cf. Hill, Matthew, pp. 90-91; Robert H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary 
on his Literary and Theological Art (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), p. 45; Har- 
rington, Matthew, p. 51. 

12. See the treatment of Mt. 11.18 on p. 124 below. 
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After the narrator's explanatory note citing John's fulfilling prophecy 
(v. 3) and describing John's clothing and diet (v. 4), the narrator then 
describes the people's response to John: *Then Jerusalem and all Judea 
and all the region around the Jordan were going out to him' (3.5). This 
response resumes the narrative following the parenthetical commentary 
by the narrator. Therefore, the response of the people is not prompted 
by John's clothing and diet, but by his message: ‘Repent, for the King- 
dom of Heaven has drawn near' (v. 2). Further, the narrator presents 
this information in summary narrative, thus indicating to the narratee 
that this 1s to be considered a continuation of the background material 
of v. 4. 

As the people were going out to John, ‘they were being baptized in 
the Jordan River by him confessing their sins’ (3.6). In this clause, we 
have the first description of John’s ministry of baptism. Recall that the 
narrator’s crafting of the opening verses of ch. 3 serves to build within 
the narratee a sense of anticipation of seeing John finally as baptist.'? 
Therefore, because this clause in 3.6 contains a reference to John’s 
baptizing activity, it has the effect of prompting within the narratee a 
sense of closure for that anticipation, for the expectation of seeing John 
as baptist is now fulfilled. 

A closer look at this text, however, suggests that the narrator intends 
this sense of closure to be a fleeting one. Note that the narrator offers 
this reference to John’s baptizing activity in summary, and not scene, 
narrative; therefore, this reference constitutes mere background mate- 
rial, and not the prominent display of John as baptist which the narratee 
has been led to expect. Note also that this description of John’s baptiz- 
ing activity begins and ends with this clause; the narrator makes no 
attempt to develop this component of John’s ministry beyond this 
simple description. What, then, is behind the narrator’s insertion of this 
reference at this point? By leading the narratee to believe that he or she 
has achieved closure for the anticipation building since the beginning 
of this account on John, but then snatching that closure away, the narra- 
tor intensifies that sense of anticipation even further. The fact that the 
narrator goes to such an extent to intensify the impact of the passage 
finally presenting John as baptist shows the degree of importance this 
passage holds for the development of the narrative. 

In the following verse, the narration slows down markedly; an exam- 
ination of v. 7 reveals that the time taken to describe the action here 


13. See pp. 81-82, above. 
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approximately equals the time-lapse of the action itself. Therefore, the 
narratee here witnesses the transition from summary narrative to scene 
narrative. With this transition, the narrator ends the background mate- 
rial on John and shifts now to the encounter with John anticipated by 
the narratee since v. 2 where he or she was left hanging at the end of a 
step-by-step approach toward John for which the narrator provided no 
closure. Further, with the fulfilment of this anticipation of having a 
significant encounter with John, the narratee would also expect this 
account to fulfill the anticipation of seeing John as baptist. However, 
the narratee 1s again disappointed, for this encounter depicts John in his 
role as preacher of repentance, and not in his role as baptist. As a result, 
the narratee's sense of anticipation on this point is intensified even 
further. 

This encounter with John begins T6óv Ae noAAOvs tàv Oaptcaiov 
xai Xaó60vkaitov £pyonévoug Ent TO Borooeuog o0t00(3.7a). This 
portion of the verse is often translated with the sense, ‘When he saw 
many of the Pharisees and Sadducees coming for the purpose of his 
baptism’ (3.7).!^ It is questionable, however, whether such a translation 
captures the sense intended by the narrator. It should be pointed out that 
the only clear instance of someone coming to John for the purpose of 
being baptized by him is the case of Jesus in 3.13, and there the narra- 
tor does not use the preposition éxi with the noun Bartioua, but rather 
the genitive article tov plus the infinitive form of the verb BantiCa. 
Further, the noun Bantioya is used only one other place in the narra- 
tive,? and there it refers to John's general practice of baptizing, as 
opposed to an individual act of baptizing. For these reasons, I conclude 
that em tò Baxtiowa avtod should not be translated ‘for the purpose of 
his baptism’. Instead, a spatial sense of the preposition eri should be 
adopted, rendering the translation ‘to his baptism’. Therefore, the narra- 
tor here presents a picture of these Pharisees and Sadducees as coming 
out to John for the purpose of observing his practice of baptism.’ 


14. For example NASB, RSV, NRSV, JB. and NJB; NAB has the equivalent 'for his 
bath'. 

15. In the pericope on the controversy over the source of Jesus' authority, Jesus 
asks the chief priests and the elders, ‘From what source was the baptism of John?’ 
(21.25). 

16. Commentators who come to this conclusion include Alan Hugh McNeile, 
The Gospel According to St. Matthew (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1915), 
pp. 26-27; Gundry, Matthew, p. 46; Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, pp. 303- 
304. 
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This mention of “Pharisees and Sadducees’ as acting together poses a 
problem for historical critics, because historically these two Jewish 
groups were rivals and thus were very unlikely to act in concert. From a 
narrative-critical perspective, however, this problem does not exist. 
Kingsbury notes that, when the Gospel of Matthew is analyzed using a 
narrative-critical approach, 


the phrase ‘the Pharisees and Sadducees’ refers exclusively to characters 
within the story of Matthew and is not additionally pressed to become a 
source from which to derive information about the Pharisaic Judaism 
that existed outside the story in the world of the first evangelist.!7 


The content of John’s address to these Jewish leaders begins with the 
vocative ‘Brood of vipers!’ (3.7b). In this way, the narrator uses John to 
launch a negative characterization of the Jewish leaders.!? Because of 
this negative characterization, the narratee is conditioned to view the 
Jewish leaders as unreliable sources of the narrator’s ideological point 
of view. 

In his address to the Jewish leaders, John continues, ‘Who warned 
you to flee from the coming wrath?' (3.7c). This question represents an 
instance of verbal irony;!? John's words imply that the Jewish leaders 
are coming to him for baptism in order to escape judgment, but the 
tenor of John's whole address to them clearly indicates John's belief 
that they have no intention of submitting to his baptism of repentance. 
Therefore, John's question to them constitutes a sarcastic taunt aimed at 
their unrepentant attitude. 

John follows this taunt with a pair of exhortations: the first is given in 
the positive, telling these Jewish leaders what they must do, and the 
second in the negative, telling them what they must stop doing. The 


17. Jack Dean Kingsbury, ‘Reflections on "The Reader" of Matthew’s Gospel’, 
NTS 34 (1988), pp. 442-60 (457). 

18. It could be argued that this negative characterization of the Jewish leaders 
begins earlier in the narrative, with the chief priests’ and scribes’ participation in 
Herod's plot to destroy Jesus (cf. 2.4-6). I contend, however, that their participation 
in that plot does not necessarily characterize them negatively, since they do nothing 
more than answer Herod's inquiry about the birthplace of the Messiah. Further, the 
text does not indicate that they are even aware of Herod's plot. Therefore, I con- 
clude that, just as the Magi's participation in Herod's plot (cf. 3.7-9) is not 
sufficient to render them as negative characters, so the participation of the chief 
priests and scribes is not enough to render them as negative characters. 

19. For discussions on verbal irony, see Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, pp. 
11-13; and Rhoads and Michie, Mark as Story, pp. 59-60. 
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first exhortation reads, "Bear fruit worthy of repentance' (3.8). The 
most natural way to take this aorist imperative is as an ingressive 
aorist.” Interpreted in this way, John's words are understood as an 
exhortation directing the Jewish leaders to change the way they were 
living: 'Start bearing fruit'. However, this imperative could simply be 
taken as expressing à command with a punctiliar sense: ‘Bear fruit’. 
Interpreted in this way, John's words are understood as a sarcastic 
taunt, daring the Jewish leaders to produce—even one time—fruit that 
reflects repentance. 

Regardless of which interpretation is adopted, this exhortation serves 
to intensify the negative characterization of the Jewish leaders; in either 
case, the exhortation presupposes that they are not living the way they 
should. However, the latter interpretation results in the characterization 
being significantly more negative. Further, its biting sarcasm matches 
the biting sarcasm of John’s question to the Jewish leaders in the pre- 
ceding verse. For these reasons, I conclude that the second interpreta- 
tion should be adopted; this exhortation is a sarcastic taunt that adds 
significantly to the negative characterization of the Jewish leaders. 

The second exhortation is a negative one: ‘Do not think to say among 
yourselves, “We have Abraham as a father"" (3.9a). These words are 
significant from the perspective of point of view on the psychological 
plane, for they imply that John is privy to the Jewish leaders’ 
thoughts.?! Therefore, John is here depicted as possessing the ability to 
read minds. This depiction is significant, for, up to this point in the 
narrative, the only person who has demonstrated this capacity has been 
the narrator himself: see, for example, the narrator’s report on Joseph’s 
thoughts on learning that Mary was with child (1.19).?* Because John 
exhibits a degree of omniscience through this display of mind-reading 
abilities, his reliability is enhanced in the eyes of the narratee. 

Immediately following this second exhortation, John provides the 
rationale for his assertion that the Jewish leaders should not rely on 


20. For a description of this sense of the aorist imperative, see BDF, p. 173 par. 
337(1). 

21. Anderson, ‘Point of View in Matthew’, p. 18, calls this a complex inside 
view, ‘where the narrator implies or tells the readers that [a character] has an inside 
view of a third party’. 

22. Later in the narrative, Jesus is also depicted as possessing this ability to read 
minds. See Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, pp. 36-37, for examples of the narrator’s 
and Jesus’ use of this capacity. 
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their descent from Abraham. His reason is introduced with the words ‘I 
say to you’ (3.9b). Although this formula appears many times in the 
phraseology of Jesus, it is used by John only here. In their discussion of 
Jesus’ use of this formula, Davies and Allison assert that it ‘reflects at 
least Jesus’ implicit claim to be God’s prophetic spokesman, and one 
should compare the Old Testament legitimation formula, “Thus says 
Yahweh"'.? Because the narrator has already presented John as 
fulfilling a prophecy concerning a prophetic voice crying out in the 
wilderness, John's use of the formula 'I say to you' would be taken in 
the same way as that specified by Davies and Allison for Jesus. Asa 
result, the narratee views John's following statement as a declaration of 
a prophetic spokesperson of God. 

John declares, ‘God is able from these stones to raise up children to 
Abraham’ (3.9b). The aorist infinitive &yeipat conveys a punctiliar 
sense, thus suggesting a one-time demonstration of God's abilities. For 
this reason, John's statement could be paraphrased, ‘God is able to have 
people of God emerge from these stones right now'. John is saying, 
then, that God is not bound by the belief structure of the Jewish leaders, 
but has the power to raise up a people even from lifeless stones. In this 
way, the narrator uses John as a prophetic spokesperson of God to 
impress upon the narratee that God's election transcends the Jewish 
leaders' petty reliance on heredity. 

In v. 10, the narrator has John begin a metaphor with the words, "ën 
dé 1] aCivn npóc mv pilav tHv ó£vópov Kettat. Carl R. Kazmierski 
argues that these words clearly indicate that judgment has already 
begun.” For this interpretation to succeed, xeivat must be understood 
as describing the swing of an axe at the root of the trees. An examina- 
tion of this verb's usage in the New Testament, however, reveals that 
KELIOL is never used in this way. Here, it is either used intransitively 
(‘lies’), or it serves as the passive for the transitive tôn” (‘is laid’). 
In either case, the verb does not yield the image of an axe being swung; 
instead, the resulting image depicts an axe as lying beside” the root of 


23. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, p. 490. In making these comments, 
they assume a functional equivalence between ‘I say to you’ and ‘Truly I say to 
you’; for discussion on this latter formula, see pp. 113-14 below. 

24. Carl R. Kazmierski, “The Stones of Abraham: John the Baptist and the End 
of Torah (Matt 3,7-10 par. Luke 3,7-9)', Bib 68 (1987), pp. 22-39 (30). 

25. 'xeiuav , BAGD, p. 426. 

26. For this sense of the preposition mpdc in mpd tv piGav táv Sévdpeav, see 
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the trees or being laid down beside the root of the trees. This being the 
case, judgment must still lie in the future. For this reason, it is a mistake 
to interpret this metaphor as depicting a judgment already under way. 

Davies and Allison comment that, from the presence of the word 
pt Ga (‘root’), it is clear that ‘not just the branches are to be cut but also 
the root." In presupposing an attack against the branches of the trees, 
Davies and Allison are inappropriately influenced by the image of 
Rom. 11.17 and 11.24 which involves the removal of branches; John's 
metaphor does not intimate in the least that branches are involved. 
Further, Davies and Allison argue that the use of the word pita makes 
plain that the root is to be cut. Their position, however, overlooks the 
possibility that an axe lying near the root of the trees could be used for 
chopping at something other than the root. Indeed, the use of the singu- 
lar 'root' suggests that the narrator envisions something quite different. 

The metaphor uses the plural ‘trees’ to designate the Jewish leaders 
and others aligned with their ideological point of view. To correspond 
to these plural ‘trees’, one would expect a reference to plural ‘roots’. 
However, the metaphor speaks of a singular 'root'. Recall that, in the 
preceding verse, the Jewish leaders are depicted as claiming Abraham 
as their father. In other words, they are shown as claiming a descent 
back to a single source, to a single root. Therefore, John's charge that 
they not rely on their descent back to Abraham constitutes a major 
threat to the Jewish leaders, for it calls into question what they under- 
stand as the sustaining source of their peoplehood. In other words, 
John's charge threatens the Jewish leaders and adherents to their ideo- 
logical point of view by threatening to sever them from their root. 
Therefore, the mention of the axe lying near the root of the trees does 
not envision an attack on the root. Instead, it envisions an attack on the 
trees themselves by which they are chopped down (cf. v. 10b) and thus 
severed from their root. 

At this point in the narrative, the narratee has just encountered ten 
consecutive verses in which the focus has remained squarely on John. 
From the perspective of point of view on the spatial plane, these ten 
verses are striking because they constitute the first significant section of 
the narrative in which the narrator assumes a spatial position following 
a character other than Jesus. In fact, this section does not even contain a 
reference to Jesus. Since the narratee has been conditioned by the first 


its second occurrence in Mk 4.1. 
27. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, p. 309. 
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two chapters to view the story of this narrative as a story about Jesus, 
these first ten verses of ch. 3 stand out, for they apparently contribute 
nothing to the development of Jesus' story. Consequently, this detailed 
description of John appears to be wholly out of proportion to John's 
significance in the development of the plot. Because the significance of 
this material is obviously not to be found at the story level of the narra- 
tive, it must be sought at the discourse level as the narrative unfolds. 

The narrator continues by providing the narratee with John’s ideolog- 
ical point of view on himself (3.11). John begins with a comment on his 
own ministry of baptism: 'Eyó u£v duds Bantitœ £v 0601t giç 
uetávorav (3.11a). Mention of his practice of baptism is modified by 
two prepositional phrases. The first, év Vðatı (‘with water’), indicates 
mode. The sense of the second, £ic uetóvotav, is not so clear. Davies 
and Allison list three possible understandings for this phrase: (1) bap- 
tism effects repentance; (2) baptism demands or summons repentance; 
and (3) baptism presupposes and expresses repentance. Davies and 
Allison indicate a preference for the third option.?? Nigel Turner 
expresses the same opinion, using the term 'causal' to classify this 
usage of the preposition etc; he translates this phrase, ‘because of 
repentance'.?? This interpretation coordinates well with the picture of 
John's ministry of baptism presented to this point in the narrative; in 
3.6, people are described as submitting to his baptism as they confess 
their sins, thus suggesting that the baptism 1s administered because of 
their repentance. 

John then contrasts himself with a person he designates 'the one 
coming after me’. John asserts that the one coming after him is greater 
than he is (3.11b). Because John has already been depicted as possess- 
ing a high status (3.3), his statement grants an exceedingly high status 
to this one coming after him. In the mind of the narratee, this one who 
is coming after John must be Jesus. First, the opening two chapters of 
the narrative clearly establish Jesus as the central character of the story. 
Therefore, the lack of any reference to Jesus in the first ten verses of ch. 
3 builds within the narratee a growing expectation to witness Jesus' 
reappearance into the story-line. In light of this growing expectation to 
see Jesus, John's mention of one coming after him is taken by the nar- 
ratee as a reference to Jesus. Secondly, the first two chapters of the 


28. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, p. 312. 
29. Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek. III. Syntax (ed. James 
Hope Moulton; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), p. 266. 
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narrative present Jesus as Messiah (1.1, 16, 17, 18) and Son of God. 
Therefore, when the narrator describes John as fulfilling a prophecy 
regarding the way-preparer of the Lord, the narratee understands John 
to be the way-preparer of Jesus. As a result, the narratee takes John's 
reference in 3.11 to the one coming after him as a reference to Jesus. 

It is interesting to note the designation used by John in referring to 
Jesus: ‘the one coming after me’ or, in a simpler form which John uses 
later in the narrative, ‘the coming one’ (11.3). If John had used ‘Jesus’, 
‘Messiah’, ‘Son of David’ or ‘Son of Abraham’, his phraseological 
point of view would have been aligned with that of the narrator estab- 
lished in the opening verse of the Gospel. However, the narrator has 
John use an entirely different designation, and thus denies John align- 
ment with the narrator on the phraseological plane. 

This move by the narrator is surprising, given the way in which he 
has presented John in a consistently positive light to this point in the 
narrative, thus leading the narratee to accept John as a reliable source of 
the narrator's own ideological point of view. What type of effect would 
this narrative move have on the narratee? An analysis of the operation 
of the primacy and recency effects?! is helpful here. The primacy effect 
prompts the narratee to grant more significance to the elements of 
John's characterization encountered first. As we have seen, John is 
introduced in a very positive light, especially with the citation of his 
fulfilling the prophecy pertaining to the way-preparer of the Lord. 
Therefore, against the weight of this glowing introduction, his deviation 
from the narrator's phraseological point of view at this point in the nar- 
rative would not make a significant impact on the narratee. Neverthe- 
less, this deviation does produce some tension, as the recency effect 
begins to contend with the primacy effect. In continuing our examina- 
tion of John, it becomes imperative to pay close attention to the 
narrator's treatment of John in order to determine if the primacy effect 
is partially, or even totally, overcome during the course of the narrative. 


30. In the account of the events leading up to Jesus' birth, the narrator indicates 
that Mary conceives ‘by means of the Holy Spirit’ (1.18), an assertion that is 
repeated by an angel of the Lord in its interaction with Joseph (1.20). Also, the nar- 
rator specifies that Jesus' escape to Egypt (2.13-14) was for the purpose of fulfilling 
a prophecy in which God says, ‘Out of Egypt I have called my son’ (2.15; emphasis 
added). Further, in two addresses to Joseph (2.13, 20), an angel of the Lord refers to 
Jesus not as ‘your child’, but as ‘the child’, thus emphasizing that Jesus is the son 
of a father other than Joseph. Cf. Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, p. 54. 

31. For a discussion of these concepts, see pp. 53-55 above. 
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John's statement on the one coming after him continues: "He will 
baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with fire' (3.11c).?? To the narra- 
tee, baptism with the Holy Spirit is taken in a positive light, as a bless- 
ing; the only two references to the Holy Spirit in the narrative thus far 
both have the connotation of 'life-giving'.?? Baptism with fire, on the 
other hand, may be taken either positively, as an experience of 
purification, or negatively, as an experience of judgment. Given the 
context, however, this reference to a baptism with fire 1s clearly a refer- 
ence to judgment, for, in the immediately preceding verse, ‘fire’ is 
depicted as a means of judgment. Therefore, John presents a picture of 
the one coming after him as a bringer of blessing, but also as a bringer 
of judgment. 

John elaborates on this image with the relative clause, ou tó mtvov £v 
Ti x&tpt avtod (3.122), thus describing the one coming after him with 
an object designated a ntúov in his hand. Through depicting this person 
as ready for action, John conveys a sense of imminence regarding the 
blessing and judgment to come. The nature of the action for which this 
person is ready, however, only becomes clear with an examination of 
the word mtvov. 

The noun xtvov is almost universally understood as a farming utensil 
used in the winnowing process: grain is tossed into the air with it, 
allowing the heavier wheat to fall to the ground while the lighter chaff 
blows away. Because ntwov is understood in this sense, it is usually 
translated ‘winnowing fork'.?^ Robert L. Webb, however, asserts that 


32. For discussions on the issue of whether John originally referred to ‘spirit’ 
and ‘fire’, ‘wind’ and ‘fire’, or just ‘fire’, and on the issue of whether John was 
signifying salvation and judgment, or only judgment, see Ernest Best, ‘Spirit Bap- 
tism', NovT 41 (1960), pp. 236-43; James D.G. Dunn, 'Spirit-and-Fire Baptism', 
NovT 14 (1972), pp. 81-92; Arthur Gerald Patzia, ‘Did John the Baptist Preach a 
Baptism of Fire and the Holy Spirit?', EvQ 40 (1968), pp. 21-27. 

33. In 1.18 and 1.20, the Holy Spirit is depicted as the agent of conception in 
the narrative of Jesus’ birth. 

34. This translation is used by the RSV, NRSV, NASB and NIV. It has also been 
adopted by Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, p. 318; Hill, Matthew, p. 95; 
Bruner, Matthew, I, p. 81; Harrington, Matthew, p. 59; Ulrich Luz, Matthew 1—7: A 
Commentary (trans. Wilhelm C. Linss; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989), p. 172; John 
P. Meier, Matthew (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1990), p. 25; Richard B. 
Gardner, Matthew (Scottdale: Herald Press, 1991), p. 63. Beare, Matthew, p. 97, 
and McNeile, St. Matthew, p. 29, conceptualize this instrument as a ‘shovel’ used to 
toss grain into the air in the winnowing process. 
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the imagery of 3.12 does not depict the winnowing process.*> Webb 
points out that none of the words commonly used to depict the activity 
of winnowing is used bere "5 Instead, words carrying the sense of 
cleansing are used in both the Lukan and Matthean versions of this 
image.*” Further, Webb looks to Gustaf Dalman’? for details on Pales- 
tinian agricultural practices and finds that two different tools were 
evidently used in activity at a threshing floor. The first was a OpivaG, a 
fork used to separate the wheat from the chaff through winnowing. The 
second was a 100v, a shovel used to heap the grain in preparation for 
winnowing, to gather the wheat and the chaff into separate piles follow- 
ing winnowing, and to clear the floor of the wheat and the chaff at the 
completion of the winnowing process. 

This information provides an alternative to the traditional under- 
standing of the image of v. 12. Given that a ntvov is used before and 
after the winnowing process, but not in the winnowing process itself, 
John envisions that the one coming after him will be doing something 
other than separating the wheat from the chaff. Further, given that v. 12 
speaks of the one coming after John as poised to gather the wheat and 
to burn the chaff, John envisions that the winnowing process has 
already been accomplished. On the basis of these considerations, Webb 
presents a convincing argument for a new understanding of the image 
of v. 12. He asserts that this image depicts the one coming after John as 
having two piles before him, one of wheat and one of chaff. This figure 
uses a shovel (rt$0v) to gather the wheat into his barn, an action that 
represents the blessing of the baptism of the Holy Spirit. He also uses 
the shovel to throw the chaff into the unquenchable fire, an action that 
represents the judgment of the baptism of fire. Webb asserts further that 
the wheat and the chaff came to be separated through John's repentance 
preaching, which resulted in two groups: the repentant and the 
unrepentant.?? Therefore, John's ideological point of view of himself 


35. Robert L. Webb, ‘The Activity of John the Baptist’s Expected Figure at the 
Threshing Floor (Matthew 3.12 = Luke 3.17)’, JSNT 43 (1991), pp. 103-11. 

36. Webb, ‘The Activity of John’, p. 106; he cites Auxu&o, d.acneipw and 
ó.ackopniGo as the verbs commonly used to describe winnowing. 

37. In Lk. 3.17, the word ó1a«a0aíipo is used, while in Mt. 3.12, the word 
óvaka9apiGo is used. 

38. Gustaf Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte in Palästina, M (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 
1964), pp. 116-24, 201, 253-54, cited in Webb, “Threshing Floor’, p. 107. 

39. Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte in Palästina, IIT, pp. 108-109. 
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involves an understanding of his own ministry as a process of separa- 
ting the repentant from the unrepentant—the wheat from the chaff—in 
preparation for the conferral of blessing, or the execution of judgment, 
by the one coming after him. 

This description of the threshing floor scene concludes a lengthy 
speech by John that begins with 3.7. On the conclusion of this speech, 
the narrator does not present any response emanating from John's audi- 
ence. This lack of ‘uptake’ at the story level*® indicates that John’s 
discourse on the imminent judgment and on the one coming after him 
who is to execute it, does not find its significance at the story level so 
much as it does at the discourse level. Therefore, although these words 
are ostensibly directed at the Pharisees and Sadducees (cf. 3.7), their 
primary significance lies in the impact that they make on the narratee. 
With them, the narrator impresses on the narratee John's ideological 
point of view on the nature of Jesus' ministry: he comes as the eschato- 
logical judge. 


John's Baptism of Jesus 


In 3.13, Jesus finally makes his appearance. Because of John's imme- 
diately preceding depiction of the one coming after him, the narratee 
now expects to see Jesus entering the story-line as the eschatological 
judge, ready to perform a baptism of the Holy Spirit and a baptism of 
fire. In stark contrast to this expectation, the narratee actually witnesses 
Jesus as one who displays no characteristics of judgeship; he appears to 
have no intention of administering a baptism of the Holy Spirit or a 
baptism of fire but, instead, presents himself to have John's baptism 
administered to him. 

The influence of the primacy effect leads the narratee to see John as a 
reliable source of the narrator's ideological point of view; John was 
introduced in glowing terms in the opening verses of ch. 3. However, 
we have already seen the primacy effect beginning to erode, as a new 
element in 3.11 initates a tension between the recency effect and the 
primacy effect; in that verse, John is denied alignment with the narrator 
on the phraseological plane as evidenced by John's use of a designation 
for Jesus that 1s not part of the narrator's own phraseological point of 
view. The tension triggered there now grows as John's reliability 


40. That is, a lack of response by characters to something said in the story; see 
Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, pp. 21, 87 et passim. 
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becomes suspect when the narratee does not experience the Jesus that 
John has led him or her to expect. In fact, in vv. 14-15, John is shown 
openly contending with Jesus on the issue of John's baptizing Jesus. In 
v. 14, the narratee is presented with John's ideological point of view on 
Jesus’ request for baptism: ‘John tried to prevent*! him, saying, “I need 
to be baptized by you, and do you come to me?"" Here, John discloses 
his expectation that Jesus execute his role as eschatological judge by 
baptizing him with the Holy Spirit. Immediately after this, however, the 
narratee is presented with Jesus' ideological point of view on this issue: 
‘Allow it now’ (3.15). In contrast to John’s view that he should not 
baptize Jesus, but rather that he should be baptized by Jesus, Jesus 
expresses in no uncertain terms the appropriateness of John's baptizing 
him. 

In a contest between these two competing ideological points of view, 
the outcome is never in doubt. As we have seen above, the narrator 
makes numerous efforts in the opening chapters of the Gospel to estab- 
lish Jesus’ reliability;** clearly the narrator holds it to be of utmost 
importance that the narratee perceive Jesus as a reliable source of the 
narrator's own ideological point of view. The narrator also makes 
efforts to establish John as a reliable character.? However, these efforts 
pale in comparison with those afforded Jesus; the establishment of 
John's reliability is not nearly as important to the narrator as the estab- 
lishment of Jesus' reliability. Therefore, in this contest between the 
competing ideological points of view of Jesus and John, Jesus' point of 
view easily wins out. 

It should be noted, however, that John's ideological point of view is 
actually correct for the most part, being deficient on one point only. 
John's suggestion that Jesus should baptize him indicates that John 
understands Jesus as the eschatological judge who is now about to 
administer his baptism of the Holy Spirit and baptism of fire. The narra- 
tor gives no indication that John is incorrect in his understanding of 
Jesus as the eschatological judge. On this point, John's ideological 
point of view is aligned with that of the narrator; Jesus is indeed the 
eschatological judge. However, John does harbour a misunderstanding 
when it comes to the timing of Jesus’ execution of this role. John 


41. Conative imperfect; see Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, I, p. 323; 
Beare, Matthew, p. 98; Luz, Matthew 1—7, p. 177. 

42. See pp. 78-80 above. 

43. See the discussions on 3.3 and 3.9a, above on pp. 83 and 88-89. 
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believes that Jesus is about to begin his role as the eschatological judge 
right then, as evidenced by John’s expressed desire to receive the 
eschatological baptism of the Holy Spirit. 

Notice Jesus’ response. He does not attempt to correct John’s under- 
standing that he is the eschatological judge. Instead, he addresses the 
issue of timing: ‘Allow it now’ (3.15; emphasis added). In opposition to 
John’s belief that he is here to begin his eschatological ministry of 
administering the baptism of the Holy Spirit and the baptism of fire, 
Jesus asserts that, at the present time, the appropriate course of action is 
for John to baptize him, never denying the possibility that he will 
administer a baptism of the Holy Spirit and a baptism of fire at some 
future time. Therefore, John’s ideological point of view on Jesus is 
essentially correct; Jesus is indeed the eschatological judge. The defect 
in John’s ideological point of view relates only to his understanding of 
when Jesus is to execute this role. 

Because this defect is so minor in the scope of John’s whole charac- 
terization, the narratee’s assessment of him as a positive character is not 
negated; therefore, the narrator is able to continue to use John as a 
reliable source of his own ideological point of view. This defect does, 
however, influence the narratee’s experience of the narrative in another 
way. It is John’s belief that Jesus is here beginning his ministry as the 
eschatological judge that prompts him to ask, ‘I need to be baptized by 
you, and do you come to me?’ (3.14), and it is this question that pro- 
vides Jesus with an opportunity to express his ideological point of view 
on the nature of his own ministry. He responds, ‘for in this way it is 
fitting for us to fulfil all righteousness’ (3.15b). On the meaning of the 
expression ‘all righteousness’, Ulrich Luz rightly asserts that here it 
designates ‘the entirety of the divine will as the Matthean Jesus inter- 
prets it'.^^ Therefore, the narrator has John present a question that does 
not reflect the narrator's own ideological point of view in order to pro- 
vide Jesus with an opportunity to make a statement concerning the 
nature of his messiahship: he is to fulfil the entirety of the divine will. 

Jesus' statement in v. 15b does not pertain only to himself; he says 
that it is fitting for both himself and John to fulfil the entirety of the 
divine will for them. From the way in which Jesus and John have been 
presented in the narrative to this point, it is clear that Jesus' primary 
role within the divine will is to be the Messiah (cf. 1.1, 16, 17, 18; 2.4), 


44. Luz, Matthew 1-7, p. 178; he notes the use of the adjective ‘all’ in support 
of this contention. 
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and John's primary role within the divine will is to be the way-preparer 
of the Messiah (3.3). Since Jesus is the Messiah—the 'Anointed 
One’—his anointing is basic preparation for his ministry as the Mes- 
siah. Therefore, as the way-preparer of the Messiah, John's administra- 
tion of that anointing is basic to his ministry. Given this understanding, 
the act of baptism takes on an entirely different significance for Jesus 
than the significance it holds for others who are baptized by John. For 
the crowds, baptism is a symbol of repentance. For Jesus, however, it 
constitutes his anointing for his ministry as the Messiah. 

John's response to Jesus in 3.15c reads tote Odin avtov (‘Then 
he allowed him’). Note that the verb used to describe John’s response is 
the same verb used by Jesus in giving his instruction to John in the first 
place. Jesus gives the imperative Odec, and John's response is described 
as àótnoiv avtov; Jesus speaks, and John does exactly what Jesus says. 
Here, the narrator uses diction to highlight the authority of Jesus. 

The actual baptism of Jesus by John is not highlighted; only passing 
reference is made to it by means of a participial phrase using a passive 
participle. In fact, the narrator does not even specifically refer to John 
as playing a part in the baptism. Having been used to establish this 
baptismal scene as an anointing ceremony, and used to highlight Jesus' 
authority, John now fades away. From the perspective of point of view 
on the spatial plane, the narrator uses the meeting of John and Jesus in 
3.13-15 to move from a position alongside John to a position alongside 
Jesus. In the process, John is effectively left behind. Given John’s role 
at the story level—that of way-preparer for Jesus—the fact that he is 
left behind is not surprising; he has now fulfilled that role, and so, in 
the eyes of the narratee, he is no longer needed. With John's absence, 
the narrator is able to direct the full focus of the narratee on Jesus. 

Because the present study is an analysis of John the Baptist, it is 
tempting to end the discussion of the present pericope at this point, 
since John is no longer mentioned. However, because John has been so 
instrumental in the development of this pericope, it is appropriate to 
continue the analysis to the pericope's climax. In leading the narratee to 
this climax, the narrator uses a number of rhetorical techniques. First, 
the description of Jesus' coming up from the water includes the adverb 
eufoc (‘immediately’, 3.16b). On the use of this adverb, Robert Fowler 
writes: ‘Euthys serves the pragmatic function of promoting the rapid 
forward progress of the narrative. It typifies a narrative that wants to 
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catch us up and hurry us forward to an appointed destiny.’* By quick- 
ening the pace in this way, the narrator injects a sense of intensity into 
the flow of the narrative. 

The narrator then introduces the following clause with the word 1600 
(‘Behold!’); this demonstrative particle adds to the sense of intensity by 
grabbing the narratee's attention and focusing it on the following words 
‘the heavens were opened to him’ (3.16c). These words create a strik- 
ing image, for they suggest a direct heaven-to-earth interaction, some- 
thing that has not taken place to this point in the narrative.^? Further, 
the inclusion of the indirect object ‘to him’ suggests that Jesus is the 
only earthly recipient of this interaction. The remainder of v. 16 lends 
support to this view: it reads, "and he saw the Spirit of God descending 
like a dove and coming upon him'. From the perspective of point of 
view on the psychological plane, the narrator here provides an inside 
view*’ of Jesus by allowing the narratee to see through the eyes of 
Jesus. By doing so, the narrator gives the narratee the impression that 
Jesus, and Jesus alone, 1s able to see the descent of the Spirit upon him. 

At the beginning of v. 17, the narrator inserts another 1500, thus 
adding to the growing sense of intensity. This 1600 focuses the narra- 
tee's attention on the noun dovun (‘voice’), a nominative that occurs 
here without a verb. This is an example of a nominative of exclamation, 
described by H.E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey as follows: 


When it is desired to stress a thought with great distinctness, the nomi- 
native is used without a verb. The function of designation, serving 
ordinarily as a helper to the verb, thus stands alone and thereby receives 


45. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, pp. 139-40. 

46. In the Infancy Narrative, an angel of the Lord interacts with a human char- 
acter, Joseph, on a number of occasions (1.20-21; 2.13, 19, 22). In each of these 
cases, however, a heavenly being has left the heavenly realm to interact with a 
human character in the earthly realm. The situation in the present verse is different. 
Here, the words ‘the heavens were opened to him’ indicate that actual interaction 
between the heavenly realm and the earthly realm is about to occur. 

47. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, pp. 120-26, adopts a categorization of 
inside views set out by Thomas E. Boomershine, ‘Mark, the Storyteller: A Rhetori- 
cal-Critical Investigation of Mark's Passion and Resurrection Narrative' (PhD dis- 
sertation, Union Theological Seminary, New York, 1974), pp. 273-75, that divides 
inside views into ‘perceptions’, ‘emotions’, ‘inner knowledge/motivation' and 
‘inner statements’. In this verse, the narrator presents a ‘perception’, that is, an 
insight into what a character sees or hears. 
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greater emphasis... The nominative is the pointing case, and its pointer 
capacity is strengthened when unencumbered by a verb. ^? 


By using a nominative of exclamation, the narrator further builds the 
intensity. 

The description of this voice is qualified with the prepositional 
phrase ‘from heaven’, clearly indicating that this voice represents the 
voice of God. Up to this point in the story, God's ideological point of 
view has been expressed through the words of prophecy (1.23; 2.6, 15, 
18, 23, 3.3), and through the agency of an angel of the Lord (1.20-23; 
2.13, 20). Here, however, God's ideological point of view is to be 
expressed directly by the voice of God. Therefore, the building inten- 
sity now reaches its climax; what follows is a declaration of major pro- 
portions, certainly the most significant declaration thus far in the story. 

By having God state, ‘This is my son’, the narrator presents God's 
own ideological point of view on the identity of Jesus, that he is the 
Son of God. Note that this statement is in the third person, apparently 
addressed to someone other than Jesus. An examination of the charac- 
ters involved in this pericope, however, reveals that, by this point, Jesus 
is the only character present. To determine the intended audience of 
this pronouncement by God, it is important to notice that the narrator 
includes no uptake at the story level. This indicates that God's declara- 
tion *This is my son' is addressed directly to the narratee. 

To summarize, the narrator uses various rhetorical devices—the 
adverb £009G (v. 16b), the demonstrative particle 1609 twice (vv. 16c, 
17a), and the nominative of exclamation dog (v. 17a)—to provide for 
the narratee a sense of building toward a climax. In this way, the narra- 
tor attempts to impact the narratee as strongly as possible with the 
climactic pronouncement addressed directly to the narratee, that Jesus 
is the Son of God. 


48. H.E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New 
Testament (New York: Macmillan, 1941), p. 70. 

49. From v. 13 on, the narrator makes mention of no one besides John and 
Jesus, thus giving the impression that they are alone. Further, from v. 16 on, not 
even John is mentioned, thus giving the impression that Jesus is now alone in this 
scene. 


Chapter 6 


JOHN: BOUND AND DETERMINED 


This analysis of John's baptism of Jesus reveals that the narrator leaves 
John behind after the baptism, as the focus of the story shifts from John 
to Jesus. Despite this shift of focus, however, John does not disappear 
entirely from the narrative; in 4.12, the narrator states, ‘When [Jesus] 
heard that John had been arrested, he withdrew into Galilee'. With this 
statement, the narrator marks the end of John's ministry; because he is 
imprisoned, John is no longer able to baptize. In this way, the narrator 
not only has John fade out of the picture after he baptizes Jesus, but 
here the narrator also has John shackled off-stage, thus ensuring that he 
is indisposed and thus unable to retake the limelight from Jesus. This 
leaves the stage clear for the narrator to present the inauguration of 
Jesus' ministry (4.17). Therefore, the narrator structures this section of 
the narrative to coordinate the end of John's ministry with the begin- 
ning of Jesus' ministry.! In this way, the narrator enhances the theme of 
John as forerunner of Jesus. 

As Jesus embarks on his ministry, the narratee has no reason to 
expect to encounter John again in this narrative; John's role is that of 
way-preparer, and, now that the preparations for Jesus' ministry are 
completed, John's usefulness as way-preparer is exhausted. Yet the 
following chapters reveal that the narrator still considers John useful for 
the development of the narrative, even after he is locked away in 
prison. 

The inauguration of Jesus’ ministry occurs in 4.17: ‘From that time 
Jesus began to preach and to say: “Repent, for the Kingdom of Heaven 
has drawn near"'. The narrator’s use of diction here is significant. He 
has Jesus repeat verbatim the words that John used earlier to inaugurate 
his ministry (3.2). By doing so, the narrator prompts a retrospection to 


1. Cf. Daniel Patte, The Gospel According to Matthew: A Structural Commen- 
tary on Matthew’s Faith (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), p. 55. 


102 John the Baptist in Life and Death 


the inauguration of John's ministry. It is interesting to note the tenacity 
of this character; John has just been removed as a character at the story 
level of the narrative (4.12), and yet he still makes himself useful at the 
discourse level, as the target of retrospection. 

By prompting a retrospection to 3.2, the narrator influences the narra- 
tee's understanding of 4.17 in two ways. First, by inaugurating Jesus' 
ministry with the same words used to inaugurate John's ministry, the 
narrator begins to condition the narratee to expect elements of John's 
story to reappear later as part of Jesus' story.? 

Secondly, by prompting the narratee to think back to ch. 3, the narra- 
tor brings to mind for the narratee the image of Jesus as the Son of 
God. As concluded in the above analysis of ch. 3, the material covering 
the preaching ministry of John and the baptism of Jesus builds to a 
climax in God's pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God, by far the 
most significant declaration in the narrative to that point. Because the 
movement of ch. 3 is oriented so strongly toward this pronouncement, 
when the narratee is prompted by retrospection to think back to any 
point in ch. 3, his or her mind is drawn toward the climax at the end of 
the chapter. Therefore, while the wording of 4.17 prompts retrospection 
specifically to 3.2, the narratee's mind is immediately drawn toward the 
climax at the end of the chapter: the image of Jesus as the Son of God. 
As a result, the narratee views 4.17 against the backdrop of this image, 
and thus sees Jesus' embarking on his ministry with the authority of the 
Son of God. In this way, the narrator uses John at the discourse level of 
the narrative—as a target for retrospection—without even mentioning 
his name at the story level. 

In the text covering Jesus’ ministry, John comes up in a pericope in 
ch. 9. However, he makes himself useful earlier than that. In the section 
of warnings that concludes the Sermon on the Mount (7.13-27), the 
narrator has Jesus use the motif of trees bearing fruit (v. 19) in a 
warning to beware of false prophets. The narrator here manipulates 
Jesus' diction to have Jesus repeat the same words used by John in his 


2. Trilling, ‘Die Táufertradition', pp. 271-89, using a redaction-critical 
approach in his analysis of John the Baptist in the Gospel of Matthew, describes the 
connection between Jesus and John as ‘Angleichung’ (‘assimilation’); see espe- 
cially pp. 282-86. While Trilling is correct in noting an attempt to display similari- 
ties between John and Jesus, his analysis does not recognize the progression that 
the assimilation of Jesus to John undergoes through the course of the narrative. This 
progression is demonstrated later in the present study. 
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denunciation of the Pharisees and Sadducees in ch. 3.? In this way, the 
narrator again prompts retrospection to John's preaching ministry of ch. 
3, and, in so doing, influences the narratee's understanding of 7.19. 
First, by having Jesus use exactly the same words uttered earlier by 
John, the narrator continues to condition the narratee to expect elements 
of John's story to reappear later as part of Jesus' story. Secondly, 
because the wording of 7.19 prompts retrospection to ch. 3, the climac- 
tic pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God 1s drawn in as a backdrop 
against which Jesus' warnings of ch. 7 are to be viewed. As a result, the 
narratee sees Jesus as issuing these warnings with the authority of the 
Son of God. Therefore, as at 4.17, the narrator again uses John at the 
discourse level of the narrative—as a target for retrospection—without 
even mentioning his name at the story level. 


The Question on Fasting 


Because John has been arrested (4.12), he is no longer able to interact 
directly with Jesus. However, despite his imprisonment, John is still 
able to communicate with Jesus through his disciples. In fact, Darr 
points out that John's disciples 'are representative of their master and 
so function as a narrative extension of his character'.^ As a result, their 
appearance in 9.14 does not represent the introduction of a new charac- 
ter group; instead, it represents the reappearance of John. For this 
reason, the following analysis of John's disciples treats them as if they 
were John himself. 

The narrator's placement of this episode is significant. In the two 
passages immediately preceding this one, Jesus is seen facing opposi- 
tion; in 9.3, the scribes accuse Jesus of blasphemy and, in 9.11, the 
Pharisees criticize Jesus for eating with tax collectors and sinners. 
Because the portrayal of John thus far in the narrative has been 
predominantly positive, the narratee expects this appearance of John's 
disciples to be a positive turn of events; in this context of opposition to 
Jesus' ministry, the narratee expects John's disciples to supply badly 
needed support for Jesus. Therefore, the question on fasting posed by 


3. Cf. ov dévdpov uù notobv KAPTOV xaAóv EKKONTETAL KOL eig RDP 
Boi Aerem (7.19) with nav ovv S€évdpov uN noroðv xapróv kaAóv EKKONTETAL KOL 
eic nop BaAAetat (3.10b). 

4. Darr, On Character Building, p. 75. This assertion by Darr relates to the 
Lukan parallel to Mt. 9.14, but is equally applicable here. 
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John's disciples to Jesus shocks the narratee; rather than supply badly 
needed support for Jesus, John's disciples add to the opposition against 
Jesus by questioning the practice of his disciples. 

Note the way in which John's ideological point of view has evolved 
to this point in the narrative. Back in ch. 3, John expressed an ideologi- 
cal point of view at odds with that of Jesus, though John's difference 
with Jesus was expressed in the most deferential way; when Jesus came 
to John for baptism, John said, ‘I need to be baptized by you, and do 
you come to me?' (3.14). Here in 9.14, however, John's disciples 
exhibit no sign of deference; instead, they bluntly question Jesus on his 
disciples' failure to fast. Further, John's disciples go so far as to line up 
with the Pharisees over against Jesus on the issue of fasting: “Why do 
we and the Pharisees fast often, but your disciples do not fast?’ (9.14b; 
emphasis added). Since John's disciples act as representatives of John, 
their question effectively aligns John's ideological point of view with 
that of the Pharisees. This alignment 1s striking because the portrayal of 
John has been predominantly positive, whereas the Pharisees have been 
negatively characterized both through the way in which they were por- 
trayed in ch. 3 (see above), as well as through the depiction of their 
opposition to Jesus in the passage immediately preceding the present 
one (9.10-13). Further, this alignment is all the more striking since it 
was John himself who launched the negative characterization of the 
Pharisees in the first place (see above). This shocking development 
highlights the fact that John's difference with Jesus has intensified. 

It is interesting to note that, while John's disciples question the prac- 
tice of Jesus' disciples, they do not question the practice of Jesus him- 
self. If their concern were only the correct execution of the common 
custom of fasting, they would have included Jesus' own failure to fast 
in their inquiry. Instead, John's disciples exempt Jesus from their 
expectation of fasting. This exemption of Jesus suggests that the men- 
tion of fasting here does not refer to the common custom of fasting. To 
what, then, does this mention of fasting refer? 

Recall that John's question to Jesus in the baptism scene demon- 
strated that John understood Jesus as the eschatological judge.? In fact, 
all that John declared about Jesus (3.11-12) as well as all that John said 
to Jesus (3.14) had to do with Jesus as the eschatological judge. From 
this, the narratee concludes that John's ideological point of view on 
Jesus is totally dominated by this conception of Jesus' task. Further, 


5. Seethe discussion on 3.14 at p. 96 above. 
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since nothing in chs. 3-9 indicates that John's understanding on this 
issue has changed, the narratee has no reason to doubt that John's ideo- 
logical point of view on Jesus is still dominated by this conception of 
him. This being the case, the question by John's disciples to Jesus 
should be viewed against the backdrop of this picture of Jesus as the 
eschatological judge that so dominates their understanding of Jesus. As 
a result, the narratee comes to see this mention of fasting not as a 
reference to the common custom of fasting, but rather as a reference to 
fasting as a sign of repentance in the face of eschatological judgment. 
This explains why John's disciples exempt Jesus from their expectation 
of fasting, for certainly the eschatological judge would not be required 
to fast as a sign of repentance in the face of the judgment that he him- 
self is executing.? 

What is the narrator attempting to accomplish through the inclusion 
of this passage at this point in the narrative? Although the narrator had 
John characterize Jesus as the eschatological judge back in 3.11-14, the 
chapters that follow focus on Jesus as a teacher and preacher (chs. 5-7) 
and as a healer (chs. 8—9), but not as a judge. As a result, by ch. 9, the 
image of Jesus as judge is in danger of fading completely from the nar- 
ratee's mind. To ensure that this does not happen, the narrator intro- 
duces John's disciples into the story-line, and has them direct a ques- 
tion at Jesus that again casts him as the eschatological judge. In this 
way, the narrator refreshes this image of Jesus as judge in the narratee's 
mind through this long stretch of the narrative in which Jesus does not 
yet exercise this role. 

We have already seen that, at Jesus' baptism, John correctly 
identified Jesus as the eschatological judge, but misunderstood the 
timing of Jesus' execution of that role. In the present pericope, when 
John's disciples question Jesus about fasting, they also correctly 
understand Jesus to be the eschatological judge. However, like John, 
they also possess a misunderstanding related only to the timing of 
Jesus' execution of that role. It is important to note that Jesus himself 
does not refute their belief that fasting in the face of eschatological 
judgment is appropriate. Instead, he challenges the appropriateness 
of fasting for the present time; in response to their inquiry, he asks, 
"The bridegroom's attendants cannot mourn as long as the bridegroom 
is with them, can they?’ (9.15a; emphasis added). With this rheto- 
rical question, Jesus indicates that the position of John's disciples is 


6. Cf.Patte, Matthew, p. 130. 
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incorrect, but only for the present time. With his next statement, Jesus 
makes 1t clear that, for a future time, their position 1s actually appro- 
priate: ‘Days will come when the bridegroom is taken away from them, 
and then they will fast’ (9.15b; emphasis added). In this way, Jesus 
suggests that he will indeed execute the role of eschatological judge at 
some future time. 

Back at Jesus' baptism, John's misunderstanding on the timing of 
Jesus' execution of his role as the eschatological judge provided Jesus 
with an opportunity to elaborate on the nature of his messiahship.’ In 
like manner, this misunderstanding by John's disciples on the same 
issue in the present pericope provides Jesus with another opportunity to 
elaborate on this theme. Because John's disciples understand fasting as 
an appropriate response to Jesus, it is evident that they expect Jesus to 
usher in a kingdom characterized by judgment. Jesus, on the other 
hand, presents an entirely different picture of the Kingdom. Jesus 
speaks of the celebration of a wedding feast (cf. 9.15), thus indicating 
that his messiahship involves a celebratory, and not a fearful, inaugura- 
tion of the Kingdom of Heaven. 


John's Question on Jesus' Identity 


At the beginning of ch. 11, John makes his first appearance in the story- 
line since his baptism of Jesus in 3.13-15. In 11.2-3, he responds to a 
report of the ‘deeds of the Messiah’. This use of the title ‘Messiah’ is 
striking, for it is the first time this title has appeared in the narrative 
since its frequent usage in the opening two chapters of the Gospel P In 
this way, the narrator prompts the narratee to view John's response 
within the context of the issue of Jesus' messiahship. 

John's response reads, "Are you "the coming one" or should we 
expect another?' (11.3). These words appear to indicate serious doubt 
on the part of John concerning Jesus' identity. Many commentators 
explain John's doubt by pointing to the disparity between John's expec- 
tation of Jesus as eschatological judge (cf. 3.11-12) and the works of 
Jesus as recorded in the narrative since the inauguration of Jesus’ 
ministry in 4.17.? While these commentators are correct in identifying 


7. See discussion on 3.14-15, above on p. 97. 

8. The title ‘Messiah’ was used in 1.1, 16, 17, 18 and 2.4. 

9. For example, David E. Garland, Reading Matthew: A Literary and Theolog- 
ical Commentary on the First Gospel (New York: Crossroad, 1993), p. 124; 
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this disparity as the cause of John's doubt, they do not adequately take 
into consideration the narrator's total treatment of John to this point in 
the narrative, for these commentators appear to proceed on the assump- 
tion that John's doubt arises as a direct result of what John now hears 
about Jesus' ministry. 

This study has shown, however, that the sentiments that give rise to 
John's question in 11.3 are already evident long before this point in the 
narrative. As early as the baptismal scene (3.13-15), John expresses an 
uneasiness With Jesus for his coming to be baptized, rather than to exe- 
cute his role as eschatological judge (see above). Then, in the pericope 
on the question of fasting (9.14-17), John's disciples exhibit an even 
greater uneasiness in response to Jesus' failure to direct his own disci- 
ples to fast in the face of eschatological judgment (see above), direction 
that would be expected of the eschatological judge. Therefore, John's 
expression of doubt in 11.3 does not simply arise from what John hears 
about Jesus at this point in the narrative. Rather, it represents the third 
instalment of a growing uneasiness in John's mind regarding Jesus' 
identity, an uneasiness first revealed politely in a deferential question 
(cf. 3.14), then expressed more seriously in a straightforward question 
(cf. 9.14), and now put bluntly in a question containing an actual 
expression of doubt (cf. 11.3).!° 

In spite of John's expression of doubt in 11.3, his ideological point of 
view on Jesus is still essentially correct: John believes that Jesus is the 
eschatological judge, which Jesus indeed is. The deficiency in John's 
ideological point of view here still relates only to the timing of Jesus' 
execution of that role. 

Recall that John's uneasiness in 3.14 and the uneasiness of John's 
disciples in 9.14 each provided Jesus with an opportunity to elaborate 
on his messiahship. That same dynamic operates here as well, for Jesus 
again responds with a further description of his messianic role. Jesus 
begins his response by instructing John's disciples, ‘Go and report to 


Gundry, Matthew, p. 205; Bruner, Matthew, L pp. 408-409; Meier, Matthew, 
p. 119; Gardner, Matthew, p. 186; John L. McKenzie, “The Gospel According to 
Matthew', in Raymond E. Brown, Joseph A. Fitzmyer and Roland E. Murphy 
(eds.), Jerome Biblical Commentary (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1968), 
II, p. 82. 

10. Patte (Matthew, p. 159) recognizes that John (or John's disciples) demon- 
strate a misunderstanding on Jesus' messianic vocation in all three of these 
instances, but his analysis does not recognize the progression that takes place from 
one instance to the next. 
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John what you hear and see' (11.4b). Robert Gundry finds significance 
in the order of the two verbs, with hearing coming before seeing in 
order to stress Jesus’ words, that is, his preaching and teaching.!! 
Daniel Patte also finds in the verbs àxovo and Die a distinction 
between Jesus’ words and deeds.'* Patte asserts that John doubts 
because he takes into account only Jesus’ deeds (cf. 11.2); therefore, 
Jesus instructs John's disciples to report to John not only what they 
see—that is, the healing of the blind, the lame, the lepers and the deaf, 
and the raising of the dead—but also what they hear—that 1s, the good 
news preached to the poor. For both Gundry and Patte, then, the stress 
of this passage falls on Jesus' words. 

A careful analysis of this passage, however, reveals that it focuses on 
both Jesus’ words and deeds. The reference to what John’s disciples 
hear most naturally relates to Jesus' own words about his activities as 
recorded in 11.5; John's disciples are instructed to report on what they 
hear Jesus say about his ministry. The reference to what John's disci- 
ples see most naturally relates to the activities themselves; John's 
disciples are instructed to report as witnesses of what they see Jesus do. 
Therefore, the narrator uses the clause ‘what you hear and see’ to 
establish a two-pronged witness to Jesus' activities. As a response to 
John's expression of doubt, John's disciples are to report to him Jesus' 
testimony on his own activities, and also their own testimony resulting 
from their observation of Jesus' activities. Far from setting Jesus' 
words over his deeds, the narrator gives equal weight to both. 

What does the narrator intend for the narratee to see in the list of 
Jesus' activities recorded in 11.5? Most commentators hold that 
Matthew here recalls words from Isaiah." It is clear that the narrator 
does not direct the narratee to one particular passage of Isaiah; no 
single passage in Isaiah refers to more than three of the six activities 


11. Gundry, Matthew, p. 206; Gundry also points to 11.1 in support of this 
contention. 

12. Patte, Matthew, pp. 158-59. 

13. Beare (Matthew, p. 257) cites 35.4-6 and 61.1; Hill (Matthew, p. 198) cites 
35.5-6 and 61.1-2; Harrington (Matthew, p. 156) cites 26.19, 35.5-6 and 61.1; 
Gundry (Matthew, p. 206) cites 26.19, 29.18-19, 35.5-6 and 61.1; Gardner 
(Matthew, p. 186) cites 26.19, 29.18-19, 35.5-6 and 61.1-2; Garland (Reading 
Matthew, pp. 124-25) cites 26.19, 29.18, 35.5-6, 42.18 and 61.1; Davies and 
Allison (Saint Matthew, II, pp. 242-43) cite 26.19, 29.18, 35.5-6, 42.7, 42.18 and 
61.1. 
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mentioned in 11.5.!^ Instead, the narrator draws together in the list of v. 
5 various blessings that Isaiah presents as manifestations of the 
eschatological salvation. It is important to notice that the particular 
blessings chosen by the narrator have been bestowed by Jesus upon 
characters earlier in the narrative. Davies and Allison explain the 
effect of the narrator's list as follows: 


[Verse 5] contains more than a list of miracles: it also supplies a 
hermeneutical suggestion. Jesus’ language directs one to Isaiah and is 
therefore an invitation to put Jesus' ministry and Isaiah's oracles side by 
side. Are not the promises of salvation being fulfilled? Is not eschatology 
in the process of being realized?!© 


By thus alluding to Isaiah, the narrator depicts Jesus as claiming to be 
the messianic bringer of salvation. In fact, this is Jesus’ most explicit 
messianic claim to this point in the narrative. To provide a fitting lead 
for this weighty assertion by Jesus concerning his own messianic iden- 
tity, the narrator uses John’s strongest expression of uneasiness on that 
very issue. 

Jesus concludes his list of messianic deeds with a beatitude: ‘Blessed 
is the one who is not offended by me’ (11.6). At the story level, this 
statement addresses John’s situation; it directs him not to be offended 
by the nature of the messianic ministry he sees in Jesus, even though it 
does not meet John’s own expectations. This statement, however, also 
has significance at the discourse level. The subject of this beatitude is 
indicated by the indefinite AC Goy (‘whoever’). David Howell asserts 


14. 29.18-19 refers to the deaf, the blind and the poor; 35.5-6 refers to the blind, 
the deaf and the lame; 42.18 refers to the deaf and the blind; 61.1-2 refers to the 
poor and the blind; 26.19 refers to the dead. 

15. See 5.3 (beatitude on the poor in spirit); 8.1-4 (healing of a leper); 8.5-13 
and 9.2-8 (healings of paralyzed people); 9.18-26 (raising of a dead girl); 9.27-31 
(healing of two blind people). Up to this point in the narrative, Jesus has not been 
seen causing a deaf person (xo$óc) to hear. It should be noted, however, that the 
word «aóóc can be rendered either ‘deaf’ or ‘mute’, and Jesus has been seen caus- 
ing a mute person (k@ddc) to speak (cf. 9.32-34). It appears that the narrator 
intends the narratee to think back to the healing of the mute person in 9.32-34 when 
the narratee sees the reference to xo$óg in the list. However, when it comes to 
choosing the wording for the list, the narrator selects words that speak of the deaf 
bearing, rather than the mute speaking, simply to assimilate the wording to the pas- 
sages in Isaiah that all use the word ««6óg to refer to the deaf (Isa. 29.18; 35.5; 
42.18). 

16. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 243. 
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that ‘whoever’ statements, though addressing characters in the story, 
serve also to address the implied reader/narratee.! Therefore, the use of 
öç áv in the beatitude of 11.6 indicates that the narrator intends to 
address this beatitude to the narratee. Support for this contention 1s 
found in the fact that there are no signs of uptake by any character in 
the story, thus indicating that the narrator intends this statement to be 
for the benefit of the narratee. 

What type of effect does the narrator intend to have on the narratee 
by means of this statement? To this point, the narrator has presented an 
exalted portrait of Jesus the Messiah. The narrator has bestowed on him 
numerous honorific characterizations, such as ‘Messiah, Son of David, 
Son of Abraham’ (1.1), Saviour (1.21), ‘Emmanuel’ (1.23), eschatolog- 
ical judge (3.11-12), and Son of God (3.17). Against the backdrop of 
this exalted portrait, the narrator now shows the narratee a picture of 
Jesus the Messiah as one who spends his time among the blind, the 
lame, lepers, the deaf, corpses and the poor (cf. 11.4)—behaviour 
potentially offensive to someone who conceives of the Messiah only in 
exalted and glorious terms. Therefore, the narrator uses the beatitude of 
11.5 to encourage the narratee to accept this characterization of Jesus' 
messianic ministry rather than to take offense because of it. 


Jesus' Ideological Point of View on John 


After having Jesus address John's question of 11.3, the narrator specifi- 
cally states the topic to which Jesus now turns his attention: ‘Jesus 
began to speak to the crowds concerning John' (11.7a; emphasis 
added). Jesus begins his comments on John with a series of questions 
addressed to the crowds, inquiring as to the reason behind their excur- 
sions into the wilderness. He asks if the crowds went out into the 
wilderness to see ‘A reed shaken by the wind?’ (11.7c)!® or ‘A person 


17. David B. Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story: A Study on the Narrative 
Rhetoric of the First Gospel (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), p. 221; 
Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, p. 127 n. 1, designates this type of statement 
‘implicit commentary’. 

18. Commentators have suggested several possibilities regarding the signifi- 
cance of the phrase ‘a reed shaken by the wind’: W.F. Albright and C.S. Mann, 
Matthew (Garden City, NJ: Doubleday, 1971), p. 136 (the reed as a symbol of 
vascillation by John); W.R. Farmer, ‘John the Baptist’, in ZDB, II, pp. 955-62 (957) 
(the reed as a symbol of strength); David Flusser, Die rabbinischen Gleichnisse und 
der Gleichniserzühler Jesus (Bern: Peter Lang, 1981), pp. 52-53, cited in Edward J. 
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clothed in soft garments?’ (11.8b).’? Since Jesus is clearly speaking 
‘concerning John’, the narratee knows that neither of these suggestions 
is even remotely close to the truth. Instead, the narratee takes these 
suggestions as rhetorical questions”? leading toward the correct answer 
that ends the list: ‘A prophet?’ (11.9b). With this question, the narratee 
finally encounters a suggestion that resonates with John’s characteriza- 
tion in the narrative: John in the prophetic role of calling the people to 
repentance and foretelling the coming of one mightier than himself. 

The narrator reinforces this understanding of John by having Jesus 
confirm it, not only with the affirmative, ‘Yes’, but also with the sup- 
porting formula, ‘I say to you’ (11.9c). As pointed out in a previous 
discussion of this formula, these words signal a declaration made with 
the authority of a prophetic spokesperson of God 7 Therefore, the pres- 
ence of the formula ‘I say to you’ in the present context serves to 
endow Jesus’ affirmation with a sense of divine authority. However, the 
narrator has Jesus immediately add to this characterization with the 
words, ‘and more than a prophet’. While John has just been granted 
profound significance through his characterization as a prophet, this 
addition indicates that his significance transcends even that status. 

The nature of John’s true significance is evident in Jesus’ assertion 
that John fulfills the prophecy, ‘Behold, I send my messenger before 
your face who will prepare your way before you’ (11.10). This citation 
of John as fulfilling this prophecy pertaining to the way-preparer of the 
Messiah does not constitute a new insight for the narratee, for the narra- 
tor presents essentially the same citation of John back in ch. 3 (3.3). 


Young, Jesus and his Jewish Parables: Rediscovering the Roots of Jesus’ 
Teachings (New York: Paulist Press, 1989), p. 238 (the reed as a symbol of the lack 
of compromise); Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 247 (the reed as a 
symbol of wonder-working). 

19. Commentators have suggested several possibilities regarding the 
significance of the phrase ‘a person clothed in soft garments’: Alfred Plummer, An 
Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to S. Matthew (London: Elliot 
Stock, 1910), p. 161, and Garland, Reading Matthew, p. 126 (Herod Antipas); 
McNeile, St. Matthew, p. 153, and Gundry, Matthew, p. 207 (contrast to the 
prophet’s hairy mantle); Beare, Matthew, p. 259 (effeminacy of the courtiers of 
Herod’s palaces); Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 248 (worldly splen- 
dour). 

20. Note that Jesus provides no opportunity for response to either of these 
questions. 

21. See p. 89 above. 
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Why does the narrator repeat this citation at this point? The narrative 
since the first citation has revealed John as a way-preparer who does 
not fully comprehend the mission of the one whose way he is preparing 
(3.14; 9.14; 11.2-3). In fact, while the deficiency in John's ideological 
point of view relates only to the timing of Jesus as the eschatological 
judge, the deficiency has grown progressively more and more severe, 
even to the point now that John 1s openly questioning whether Jesus is 
truly the one whose way he is to be preparing. Therefore, while the 
primacy effect would have the narratee hold John as a capable way- 
preparer of the Lord, the recency effect now threatens to totally over- 
whelm this attitude toward John, thus rendering John useless as a way- 
preparer for the rest of the narrative. If the narrator wishes for the origi- 
nal characterization of John to survive, the narrator must reinforce it"? 
and it appears that the reiteration in 11.10 of John as the fulfilment of 
the prophecy regarding the way-preparer of the Messiah accomplishes 
this task; this reiteration serves to rehabilitate John in the eyes of the 
narratee. In this way, the narrator salvages John, and thus enables him 
to continue his function as way-preparer in the rest of the narrative. 

Jesus continues his exposition on John with a statement introduced 
by the formula, ‘Truly I say to you’ (11.112). Like the basic formula, ‘I 
say to you', this one also signals that the following statement is made 
with the authority of a prophetic spokesperson of God. However, the 
addition of the word ‘truly’ enhances the solemnity of the statement; as 
David Hill asserts, 'In the Gospels...and in every strand of Gospel 
tradition, amen is used, without exception, to strengthen a person's own 
words" 7 Therefore, while a statement introduced by ‘I say to you’ 
constitutes a weighty declaration, a statement introduced by ‘truly I say 
to you’ carries even more weight.“ Robert Fowler describes the narra- 
tive significance of statements introduced by the latter formula as 
follows: 


They ...function as pointed declarations originating from the hidden but 
ever present-narrator, aimed at the reader, and instructing the reader in 


22. Cf. Perry, ‘Literary Dynamics’, p. 57. 

23. David Hill, New Testament Prophecy (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1979), 
p. 64. 

24. Contra Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, Y, p. 490, who hold the two 
forms of the formula to be functional equivalents. 
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the clearest of terms as to how to read the text. They are hermeneutical 
remarks aimed at shaping the reader's understanding of the narrative.” 


At the beginning of v. 11, the augmented formula introduces the 
words, ‘There has arisen no one among those born of women” greater 
than John the Baptist’ (11.11a). This statement adds to the positive 
characterization of John resulting from Jesus' earlier assertions that 
John is *more than a prophet' (11.9c) and that John fulfils a prophecy 
pertaining to the way-preparer of the Messiah (11.10). However, the 
question arises: for what reason does the narrator enhance this state- 
ment in v. 11a through the addition of the augmented formula? The 
narrator' s purpose in highlighting this particular assertion becomes evi- 
dent with a look at the following words: “but the least in the Kingdom 
of Heaven is greater than he' (11.11b). Within v. 11, then, the narrator 
contrasts John's high position ‘among those born of women’ (v. 11a) 
with his position as lower than ‘the least in the Kingdom of Heaven’ (v. 
11b). The words *Truly I say to you' heighten the exalted characteriza- 
tion of John in the first half of the verse, thus magnifying the degree of 
contrast with the humbling characterization of John in the second half. 
In this way, the narrator accentuates John's lowly position. 

Davies and Allison note three possible interpretations of ‘the least in 
the Kingdom of Heaven" 77 One interpretation holds that ‘the least’ 
refers to Jesus himself, *with reference to his humility, to his being 
younger than John, or to his being John's disciple'. Davies and Allison 
correctly assert that Matthew would not likely think of Jesus as ‘the 
lesser' or 'the least', and they add that this Gospel contains no evidence 
of Jesus' being John's disciple or of his being younger than John. A 
second interpretation identifies ‘the least’ as ‘anyone now in the king- 
dom of Heaven’. Although Davies and Allison recognize this view as 
the most popular interpretation among modern commentators, they 
rightly refrain from adopting it, because it excludes John from partici- 
pation in the Kingdom. A third possible interpretation identifies ‘the 
least’ as ‘anyone in the kingdom of Heaven (when it comes)’. Davies 
and Allison explain this option by quoting J.C. O’ Neill: 


25. Fowler, Let the Reader Understand, p. 76. 

26. Friedrich Büchsel, ‘yevvntoc’, TDNT, I, p. 672, notes that yevvntol 
yova1K@v reflects a common Hebrew expression that ‘denotes men as distinct from 
angels and God, i.e., as earthly creatures’. 

27. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, pp. 251-52. 


114 John the Baptist in Life and Death 


Jesus is not contrasting all begotten [sic] of women, with John at their 
head, and some other group of men, the least of which is greater than 
John; he is contrasting the present state of the greatest of men with the 
future state of the least in the coming kingdom.” 


Davies and Allison express a preference for this option, for it does not 
exclude John from the Kingdom and thus coincides with the following 
verse (11.12), which appears to include John in the Kingdom.” 

This third interpretation proceeds on the assumption that the desig- 
nation ó uuxpócepog (‘the least’) refers to the person of lowest status 
among all those who participate in the Kingdom of Heaven. This 
assumption, however, is questionable. Earlier in the narrative, reference 
was made to the person of lowest status among those in the Kingdom 
(5.19), and the designation €Adytotosc...Ev th BaotAe(o TOV ovpavóv 
(‘least in the Kingdom of Heaven’) was used. Because the narrator uses 
a different designation here in 11.11, it appears that the narrator intends 
this new designation as something other than merely a reference to the 
person of lowest status among those in the Kingdom. 

To determine the narrator's intended meaning for the designation o 
ULKPOTEPOS, it is important to note that the only other usage of the 
adjective uikpóg to this point in the narrative occurs a mere 11 verses 
earlier.” It is used in its positive form in 10.42 where Jesus speaks of 
giving a cup of cold water to ‘one of these little ones’ (Eva t&v ELKp@v 
toútæv). What is meant by this designation, ‘little ones’? Note that the 
words Eva TOV LLKP@v tovtwv are followed by the prepositional 
phrase, eis óvoua paOntov. In the immediately preceding verse, a 
similar construction is used to describe receiving a prophet gis é6vona 
mpogontov. Dorothy Jean Weaver points out that €i¢ óvopa should be 
translated ‘because he is’;*! therefore, v. 41a speaks of one receiving a 
prophet because he is a prophet. Likewise, v. 41b uses the same prepo- 
sitional phrase to speak of one receiving a righteous person because he 
is a righteous person. Finally, v. 42 uses the same prepositional phrase 


28. J.C. O’Neill, Jesus the Messiah: Six Lectures on the Ministry of Jesus 
(Cambridge: Cochrane, 1980), pp. 10-11; cited by Davies and Allison, Saint 
Matthew, Il, p. 251. 

29. Davies and Allison also suggest that 11.9 might put John in the Kingdom as 
well (Saint Matthew, II, p. 252 n. 76). 

30. Excluding the three usages of €Adytotoc, the irregular superlative form of 
utkpdc; this form occurs in 2.6 and twice in 5.19. 

31. Weaver, Matthew's Missionary Discourse, p. 210 n. 210. 
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to speak of one giving a drink to one of these little ones because he is a 
disciple, thus indicating that ‘these little ones’ are to be understood as 
disciples. 

Because the narratee encounters the designation ó piKpdotEpos in 
11.11 so soon after the use of Eva tàv LLKp@v toútæv in 10.42, the 
narratee is prompted to make a connection between the two designa- 
tions. As a result, the narratee understands 6 pixpdotepos to be a 
member of ‘these little ones’. More specifically, this comparative— 
clearly to be understood as a superlative in this context—denotes the 
member of least prominence in that group. Therefore, 11.11 asserts that 
the person of least prominence among ‘these little ones’ is greater than 
John. 

Does this mean that John is necessarily excluded from the Kingdom? 
Another look at the context of the reference to ‘little ones’ in 10.42 
reveals that such is not the case. Jesus’ statement in 11.11 does suggest 
that John is not to be considered as a member of the group designated 
‘little ones’, for the person of least prominence within that group is 
greater than him. This, however, does not mean that John is necessarily 
excluded from the Kingdom. Back in 10.40-42, the reference to ‘little 
ones’ occurred in conjunction with references to ‘prophets’ and 
'righteous persons', two other groups who obviously participate in the 
Kingdom along with the ‘little ones’. Therefore, even though John is 
precluded by 11.11 from membership in the ‘little ones’, that does not 
necessarily preclude him from membership in some other group also 
participating in the Kingdom. Indeed, Jesus’ statement about John as 
recorded in 11.9 indicates that he would certainly be a member of the 
‘prophets’, and thus a participant in the Kingdom as well. 

Now that it has been established that 11.11 does not function to 
exclude John from participation in the Kingdom, it remains to deter- 
mine how 11.11 does, in fact, function. This verse contains the prepo- 
sitional phrases, £v ygvvmtoig yuovaikóv (‘among those born of 
women’), and v «ij BaowAeta tod ovpavev (‘in the Kingdom of 
Heaven"). It is important to note that these two phrases do not serve to 
separate all of humanity into those excluded from the Kingdom and 
those included in it. The phrase ‘among those born of women’ does not 
necessarily designate persons outside the Kingdom; the Gospel of 
Matthew does not include the Johannine distinction between that born 
of the flesh and that born of the Spirit (cf. Jn 3.6). Because no such 
distinction is evident in this narrative, the narratee would understand 
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the phrase ‘among those born of women’ as a designation for all 
humanity. Therefore, the first half of v. 11 asserts that John is the great- 
est of all human beings. 

The second half of v. 11 then asserts that the least prominent member 
of the ‘little ones’ is greater than John. The designation ‘little ones’, 
introduced in conjunction with designations as prominent as ‘prophets’ 
and 'righteous persons', emphasizes the lowly status of this group. In 
fact, the juxtaposition of these three designations in the span of a mere 
two sentences leads the narratee to consider the ‘little ones’ as the least 
prominent group in the whole Kingdom. Therefore, to claim that John 
is indeed a participant in the Kingdom, but at the same time assert that 
the ‘littlest “little one" is greater than him, defies logic. However, an 
examination of the way in which the narrator has crafted 11.11 suggests 
that he intends this verse to accomplish something beyond a mere com- 
parison of the relative positions of these two figures. 

In v. 11, the narrator uses the phrase ¿v yevvntoic yvvatikóv in the 
first half of the verse and the phrase £v th BacuAeio tod oopavóv in 
the second half. Note that both of these phrases begin with the preposi- 
tion év. It appears that the narrator is attempting to have the narratee 
see £v yevvntoic yvvatkóv and £v TH PaotAEta rou oopavóv as paral- 
lel phrases.?? The former phrase emphasizes the condition of human- 
ness,? while the latter focuses on the Kingdom. In setting these two 
phrases in parallel, the narrator seems to be emphasizing a contrast 
between human perspective and the perspective of the Kingdom. 

An examination of the content of v. 11 reveals the issue on which the 
human perspective is being contrasted with the perspective of the 
Kingdom. Note that each half of v. 11 contains the comparative 
ugttov, used in both cases to indicate that something is greater than 
something else: 'there has not arisen anyone among those born of 
women greater than John’ (v. 11a) and ‘the “littlest little one" is 
greater than he' (v. 11b). Apparently, the narrator has crafted this verse 
to contrast the human perspective on greatness with a perspective on 
greatness informed by the values of the Kingdom. This verse suggests 
that, while the prominence of John may qualify him for greatness by 
human standards, the values of the Kingdom are so radically different 
that greatness in the Kingdom is found in the least prominent member 
of the least prominent group. This saying then constitutes the first 


32. Cf. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 251. 
33. Seen. 26 above. 
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expression of the paradoxical truth: greatness in the Kingdom involves 
the opposite of what human wisdom would dictate.** 

Jesus’ next statement begins with the words and 6& tæv fjugpóv 
T@avvov tod Bartistod Eas aptt (‘From the days of John the Baptist 
until now’). The issue arises as to whether this statement is to be taken 
exclusively or inclusively, that is, indicating a period of time starting at 
John, and excluding him or including him. On this issue, Walter Wink 
points out, ‘In almost every instance when Matthew uses oo he gives 
it a temporal and inclusive sense, especially when used with Zo, "77 
Davies and Allison also take this phrase with an inclusive sense: 
'[W]ould one not expect reference to a point in time rather than to a 
span of time (“the days of John") if the purpose were exclusion?’*® 
Further, they assert, ‘11.9 makes John more than a prophet and there- 
fore hints at his inclusion in a new period, the period after the law and 
the prophets (cf. 11.14-15)'.?" Finally, Eduard Schweizer sees in Jesus’ 
talk about himself and John together in 11.18-19 an indication that 
these two characters should be taken as members of the same era" 
These points build a compelling case for taking the phrase ‘From the 
days of John the Baptist until now' inclusively, denoting a period of 
time starting at John and including him. 

The description of the state of the Kingdom during this period of 
time reads, n Paoireia oy oopavóv BidCetart Kal Biaotai 
apraCovoi out (11.12b). This statement has given rise to a great 
deal of literature. A proper understanding of this verse turns on two 


34. This theme is developed further later in the narrative; see 18.4, 20.26 and 
23.11. 

35. Wink, Gospel Tradition, p. 29. 

36. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 254 (emphasis original). 

37. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 254. 

38. Eduard Schweizer, The Good News According to Matthew (trans. David E. 
Green; Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1975), p. 263. 

39. Davies and Allison (Saint Matthew, II, p. 254) describe this saying (with its 
Lukan parallel) as *without a doubt, one of the NT's great conundrums'. Studies on 
this saying include Charles Stratton, ‘Pressure for the Kingdom’, Int 8 (1954), pp. 
414-21; Franz Mussner, ‘Der nicht erkannte Kairos’, Bib 40 (1959), pp. 599-612; 
Georg Braumann, ‘Dem Himmelreich wird Gewalt angetan (Mt 11 12 par.)’, ZNW 
52 (1961), pp. 104-109; Ernest Moore, ‘BIAZQ, APIIAZO and Cognates in Jose- 
phus’, NTS 21 (1975), pp. 519-43; P.W. Barnett, “Who Were the “Biastai” 
(Matthew 11.12-13)?', RTR 36 (1977), pp. 65-70; Dieter Zeller, ‘Die Bildlogik 
des Gleichnisses Mt 11 16-17/Lk 7 31-32’, ZNW 68 (1977), pp. 252-57; David 
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issues: (1) whether the verb Doiero is to be taken as middle or pas- 
sive; and (2) whether this verb carries a positive or negative connota- 
tion. Gottlob Schrenk*® presents two different renderings for when 
pu&Gexat is taken as middle and positive," and two further renderings 
for when it is taken as passive and positive." He sees, however, a 
significant problem with any interpretation that takes BiáGecat as 
positive: 
[T]he kai Braotai opofououv avtyy causes difficulty, since it is con- 
strued most naturally as an interpretation of the first part of the state- 
ment, Bractai agreeing with BidCetar. Since the reference...is 
obviously to a powerful hostile action, it seems better to seek an expla- 
nation which will better harmonize the two parts of the saying." 


Schrenk then discusses two different renderings for BiáGexat as pas- 
sive and negative. The first reads, '[T]he rule of heaven is sought by 
unprincipled enthusiasts in violent action', which refers to the Zealots. 
Against this interpretation, Schrenk rightly argues that, because 
Matthew's concern here is with the prophets, the Law, the Baptist, 
Jesus and the Kingdom, a reference to the Zealots would be irrelevant. 
The second rendering reads, ‘[The divine rule] is contested, attacked or 
hampered by contentious opponents'. Schrenk adopts this interpreta- 
tion, pointing out that it allows for the harmonization of the first and 
second halves of the saying, and that it corresponds to most of the 
linguistic parallels. 

Ernest Moore's study of Bidfm and àpnzaàGo in the writings of 
Josephus lends support to Schrenk’s contention that BuaGetar in 11.12 


Catchpole, ‘On Doing Violence to the Kingdom’, Journal of Theology for Southern 
Africa 25 (1978), pp. 50-61; B.E. Thiering, "Are the "Violent Men" False Teach- 
ers?’ NovT 21 (1979), pp. 291-97; Rod Doyle, ‘Mt 11.12: A Challenge to the Evan- 
gelist’s Community’, Colloquium 18 (1985), pp. 20-30; Peter Scott Cameron, 
Violence and the Kingdom: The Interpretation of Matthew 11.12 (Frankfurt: Peter 
Lang, 2nd edn, 1988); Ernest Moore, ‘Violence to the Kingdom: Josephus and the 
Syrian Churches’, ExpTim 100 (1989), pp. 174-77. Davies and Allison (Saint 
Matthew, II, pp. 254-55), present a concise summary of the seven main interpreta- 
tions of this verse. 

40. Gottlob Schrenk, ‘BudCopar, Biaotyc’, in TDNT, I, pp. 609-14 (610-11). 

41. '[T]he rule of God breaks in with power, with force and impetus’, or ‘The 
kingdom of heaven compels or forces’. 

42. '[T]he ardent pressure of needy souls from the time of the Baptist to "seize 
the kingdom as a prey”’, or “The dominion is powerfully advanced by God’. 

43. Schrenk, ‘BrdCouar’, I, p. 610. 
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should be taken with a negative connotation. Following an extensive 
examination of these verbs, and their cognates, Moore concludes: (1) 
‘The direct employment of physical violence is almost invariably 
implied in their usage, and particularly in their combined usage" 27 (2) 
‘The context of the two words often shows that an attempt is being 
made to force people or things, against their will or nature';? and (3) 
"The context in which the words are used often implied (a) that the user 
of Bia or &pnzoyn has no right to the end for which it is exercised, and 
(b) that those against whom it is being used are being deprived of their 
rights'.^? Based on the work of Schrenk and Moore, I conclude that the 
clause p BaotAeia tóv oopavóv BiaCetat in 11.12 is to be taken with 
the sense ‘the Kingdom of Heaven has been attacked’. 

It remains to determine the identity of the Buaotat who have been 
attacking the Kingdom. In Schrenk's view, they are the human oppo- 
nents of Jesus and John; Schrenk points to 'the forces which were 
opposed to [Jesus] in the Judaism of His day', and interprets 11.2 as 
follows: ‘John as a B1aGópevog is in the prison of the Bvaocigq 
[Herod]’.*’ However, given the narrative to this point, I contend that the 
narratee would not understand this mention of D1aocaí in 11.12 as a 
reference to the human opponents of Jesus and John. The opening 
words of 11.12—'from the days of John the Baptist until now'— 
prompt the narratee to think back over the story from the appearance of 
John to this point in the narrative. With this stretch of the narrative as a 
backdrop, the narratee encounters the words *the Kingdom of Heaven 
has been attacked'. Given the narrative to this point, the narratee would 
not understand this assertion as referring to violent attacks against the 
Kingdom by human opponents, for the narratee has witnessed no such 
attacks. Jesus has faced opposition to his ministry since the days of 
John, 5 but this opposition has not been sufficiently fierce to warrant the 
description ‘the Kingdom of Heaven has been attacked’. Therefore, this 
assertion must be understood in some other way. 

To this point, the whole story has been presented from the point of 


44. Moore, ‘BIAZQ’, p. 534. 

45. Moore, ‘BIAZQ’, p. 534. 

46. Moore, ‘BIAZQ’, p. 536. 

47. Schrenk, “BrdGopav’, I, p. 612. 

48. See, for example, 8.34 (the Gadarenes' begging Jesus to leave their region); 
9.3 (the scribes’ charging Jesus with blasphemy); and 9.11 (the Pharisees’ opposing 
Jesus' practice of eating with tax collectors and sinners). 
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view of what might be called 'the physical realm'; it is a story that 
focuses on the exploits of human beings within history. It is clear from 
the narrative, however, that another realm exists, what might be called 
‘the spiritual realm’. An example of this other realm is seen in the 
Infancy Narrative where an angel interacts with Joseph on a number of 
occasions (1.20-21; 2.13, 19-20);? the actions of this angel represent 
incursions into the physical realm by a being who functions primarily 
in another realm. 

The existence of this other realm sheds light on Jesus’ assertion that 
the Kingdom of Heaven has been under attack since the days of John's 
ministry: the Kingdom has suffered attacks in warfare fought in the 
spiritual realm.?? The narrative to this point contains evidence of the 
existence of such warfare involving spiritual beings. Immediately fol- 
lowing the account of John's baptism of Jesus, Jesus encounters the 
devil (4.1-11); therefore, at the beginning of the period designated 
‘from the days of John the Baptist until now’, a being from the spiritual 
realm makes a foray into the physical realm in order to oppose Jesus. 
Further, in the early stages of his ministry, Jesus casts out demons from 
two men in tbe region of the Gadarenes (8.28-34) and from a man 
unable to speak (9.32-34); again, within his ministry in the physical 
realm, Jesus confronts beings from the spiritual realm. These forays by 
beings from the spiritual realm into the physical realm to attack Jesus' 
efforts to further the Kingdom suggest that these spiritual beings are 
also attacking the Kingdom in their own native domain, the spiritual 
realm. 

Perrin's analysis of 11.12 results in similar conclusions. He asserts 
that Mt. 12.28 and parallels interpret Jesus’ exorcisms as a victory for 
the Kingdom in an eschatological struggle, and notes that v. 29 uses the 
verb apmaCw to describe Jesus’ actions against Satan in the eschatolog- 
ical struggle. Perrin then argues that the use of àpróGo in 11.12 should 
be interpreted in the same way.?! He summarizes this interpretation as 
follows: ‘What we have here is the reverse of the situation envisaged in 


49. Cf. also 2.12 and 2.22, in which warnings are given in dreams, presumably 
through the agency of an angel. 

50. Cf. Kingsbury, Structure, Christology, Kingdom, p. 142; Kraeling, John the 
Baptist, p. 156; Amos N. Wilder, Eschatology and Ethics in the Teachings of Jesus 
(New York: Harper & Brothers, rev. edn, 1950), pp. 84, 182. 

51. Norman Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus (London: 
SCM Press, 1963), p. 173. 
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the interpretation of the exorcisms: there the Kingdom of Satan is being 
plundered, here that of God.'?? 

This understanding of 11.12 explains well how the Kingdom could 
be suffering violent attacks without the narratee witnessing them 
directly. On the basis of the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the 
clause ‘the Kingdom of Heaven has been attacked’ refers to assaults 
against the Kingdom in the spiritual realm at the hands of evil spiritual 
beings (f1actat).? Therefore, Jesus uses this discourse on John as an 
opportunity to declare that the Kingdom has been under attack by evil 
spiritual beings from as early as the days of John's ministry up to the 
present. 

Jesus continues, ‘For all the prophets and the law prophesied until 
John’ (11.13).°4 This statement is connected to the preceding verse by 
an explanatory "dp." and so constitutes the beginning of Jesus’ own 
explanation of his claim that, from the days of John, the Kingdom has 
been under attack. The prophets and the law have been mentioned 
together twice in the narrative to this point (5.17; 7.12), and, in both 
cases, the law is mentioned before the prophets. For this reason, the 
reversal of their order in 11.13 stands out and specifically draws the 
narratee's attention to ‘the prophets’. The narrator also has Jesus use 
empodntevoav (‘prophesied’) as the verb for this clause, and places it 
in a position of emphasis to enhance the theme of prophecy in this 
verse. 

The continuation in v. 14 of Jesus' explanatory note focuses the 
general theme of prophecy onto a specific prophecy: John is identified 


52. Norman Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 
1967), p. 77. 

53. While some may argue that the Jewish leaders also qualify as Biaotat, I 
contend that their opposition against the Kingdom is addressed in the immediately 
following pericope: the ‘Parable of the Children’ (11.16-19). See the discussion of 
this parable, below. 

54. Commentators differ on the issue of whether the prepositional phrase ‘until 
John' serves to exclude him from (e.g. Gundry, Harrington and Davies and 
Allison), or to include him in (e.g. Hill, Beare), the time of the prophets. The con- 
tinuation in v. 14 of this explanatory note provides support for the former interpre- 
tation. It reads, 'and, if you are willing to receive it, he is "Elijah who is destined to 
come”’. In citing John as fulfilling the prophecy of Mal. 4.5, the narrator clearly 
sees John as belonging to the time of fulfilment, rather than the time of the 
prophets. 

55. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 257. 
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as the returning Elijah. This citation of John as fulfilling the prophecy 
of Mal. 4.5 serves to narrow John's characterization as way-preparer by 
characterizing him as the way-preparer for 'the great and terrible day of 
the Lord'.?? Therefore, Jesus explains the attacks on the Kingdom by 
placing them within the context of eschatological warfare: John's 
arrival onto the scene constitutes the return of Elijah that is to precede 
the great and terrible day of the Lord, and, in the ensuing eschatological 
struggle, the Kingdom has been under attack. 

Jesus concludes this speech on John with the words, ‘Let the one 
who has ears hear' (11.15). On this statement, Davies and Allison 
assert, ‘The point is that it takes more than an ear in order to hear with 
understanding. What is required is inner attention, concentration, dis- 
cernment.'?? With this statement of v. 15, then, the narrator closes 
Jesus' comments on John's relation to the Kingdom (vv. 11-15) with an 
exhortation to the narratee to pay special attention. Therefore, this 
section on John's relation to the Kingdom is bracketed by signals to 
pay special attention: “Truly I say to you’ at the beginning and ‘Let the 
one who has ears hear' at the end. By constructing vv. 11-15 in this 
way, the narrator indicates that this section holds a special significance 
in the development of the narrative. The narratee, however, is left to 
determine the nature of this significance from the narrative as it 
unfolds. 


The Parable of the Children 


Immediately upon the close of this speech on John, the narrator has 
Jesus present a parable rebuking a group designated 'this generation'. 
To whom is Jesus referring with his use of this designation? In his 
explanation of the parable, Jesus identifies them as people who say of 
John, ‘He has a demon"? (11.18), and of Jesus, ‘Behold, a person who 
is a glutton and a drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners’ 
(11.19). The wording of the charge levelled against John does not help 


56. Mal. 4.5 reads, 'Behold, I will send to you Elijah the prophet before the 
great and terrible day of the Lord comes’. 

57. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 259. 

58. Kraeling (John the Baptist, pp. 11-13) argues that ‘having a demon’ does 
not mean ‘being possessed by a demon’, but rather ‘having a demon at one's 
disposal’. 
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in the identification of ‘this generation’; no character in the narrative 
has been shown making such an accusation against him. The wording 
of the charge levelled against Jesus, however, helps to identify ‘this 
generation' as the Jewish leaders. In 11.19, Jesus claims that 'this gen- 
eration' has accused him of being "a friend of tax collectors and 
sinners'. In 9.10-14, Jesus 1s shown as being criticized for associating 
with tax collectors and sinners, and the criticism has its source among 
the Jewish leaders. Therefore, 'this generation' in 11.19 should be 
identified with the Jewish leaders and those aligned with their ideologi- 
cal point of view. 

The parable itself presents two groups of children. The first group 
complains that the second group has not responded to their flute-playing 
with dancing nor to their dirge-singing with mourning (11.16b-17). 
Immediately following this parable, Jesus provides an explanatory 
note?? indicating that the behaviour of these children represents the 
interaction of John and Jesus with their opponents. 

In this explanatory note; John is mentioned first with the assertion 
that he came neither eating nor drinking (v. 18a). Recall that, back in 
ch. 3, the narrator gave a description of John's diet: ‘His food was 
locusts and wild honey’ (3.4). The discussion on this statement sug- 
gested that this description functions not only to fill out the introduction 
of John, but also to provide the narratee with information that would be 
helpful in interpreting a later passage.9? With this parable, the narratee 
encounters that later passage. On its face, the assertion in 11.18 that 
John came neither eating nor drinking not only fails to fit the picture of 
John offered in the narrative up to this point, but it also appears to pre- 
sent a human impossibility: life without food or drink. However, by 
witnessing this assertion against the backdrop of the description of 
John’s diet in 3.4, the narratee realizes that it is nothing more than a 
hyperbolic representation of John’s ascetic lifestyle. 

After this capsule description of John’s lifestyle, Jesus then goes on 
to present the opponents’ ideological point of view on John: ‘He has a 
demon’ (v. 18b). Because the narratee knows that John’s eating habits 
stem from his commitment to an ascetic lifestyle, the narratee holds the 
opponents’ suggestion that John has a demon to be totally preposterous. 
As a result, the opponents are held up to ridicule before the narratee. 


59. Verses 18-19 are syntactically connected to the image of the children with 
an explanatory yap. 
60. See pp. 84-85 above. 
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Verse 19 begins with a statement on Jesus' lifestyle—he came eating 
and drinking—after which Jesus again presents the opponents' ideolog- 
ical point of view, this time on himself: he is a glutton and a drunkard, 
a friend of tax collectors and sinners. The narratee knows from 9.9-13 
that Jesus does eat and drink with people whom the Jewish leaders 
consider unacceptable dining companions. However, the narratee also 
knows from that passage that such is acceptable behaviour from 
Jesus'—and thus also the narrator’ s—ideological point of view. There- 
fore, to the narratee, the suggestion that Jesus is a glutton and a drunk- 
ard 1s ludicrous. As a result, the opponents are again held up to ridicule 
before the narratee for suggesting such a thing. 

One issue remains to be determined in the analysis of this parable. 
While it is clear that the two groups of children represent Jesus and 
John on the one hand, and the Jewish leaders on the other hand, it is not 
clear which group of children represents John and Jesus, and which 
group represents the Jewish leaders. Craig L. Blomberg?! sets out the 
two possible interpretations as follows: 


Does the group of children proposing the two games represent, alterna- 
tively, Jesus and John, so that it is the Jewish leaders who neither danced 
nor mourned? Or did the Jews try to temper John's stern message with 
greater levity and Jesus’ ‘permissiveness’ with stricter legalism only to 
find both men uncooperative?9? 


Blomberg points out that the former interpretation finds support in the 
wording of Jesus’ comments (vv. 18-19),9* while the latter interpreta- 


61. Craig L. Blomberg, Interpreting the Parables (Downers Grove, IL: Inter- 
Varsity Press, 1990), p. 209. 

62. Blomberg cites Dieter Zeller (“Die Bildlogik’) and Joseph A. Fitzmyer (The 
Gospel According to Luke I-IX [Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1981], pp. 678-79) 
as proponents of the first option, and Olof Linton (‘The Parable of the Children's 
Game, Baptist and Son of Man (Matt. X1.16-19 = Luke VIIL31-5): A Synoptic 
Text-Critical, Structural and Exegetical Investigation', NTS 22 [1976], pp. 159-79) 
and I. Howard Marshall (The Gospel of Luke [Exeter: Paternoster Press; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978], pp. 300-301) as proponents of the second option. 

63. If the calling children represent Jesus and John, then Jesus' complaint that 
the opponents failed to dance represents a criticism of their rigidity as reflected in 
their accusation that Jesus is a glutton and a drunkard simply because he dines with 
tax collectors and sinners (cf. v. 19), while John's complaint that the opponents 
failed to mourn represents a criticism of their lack of true understanding of repen- 
tance as reflected in the fact that they take the absence of eating and drinking in 
John's life as evidence that he has a demon (cf. v. 18). 
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tion relies on the order of Jesus’ comments PI 

The RSV translates the parable's introduction: ‘But to what shall I 
compare this generation? 7t is like children sitting in the marketplaces 
and calling to their playmates’ (11.16; emphasis added). This render- 
ing of the parable's introduction suggests that the children who are call- 
ing represent 'this generation', thus constituting support for the second 
interpretation. Joachim Jeremias, however, cautions against putting too 
much weight on the wording of this type of introduction to a parable. 
He asserts that this formula reflects a Semitism, and should not be 
translated ‘it is like...’, but rather ‘it is the case with...as with...’.© 
Therefore, the introductory clause should not be translated, '[this gen- 
eration] is like children...calling to their playmates’, but rather, ‘it is 
the case with [this generation] as with children...calling to their play- 
mates’. Rendering the introduction to the parable in this way, it is 
conceivable that ‘this generation’ could be represented by either the 
children who are calling or by the children who are being called. 

Davies and Allison reject the view that identifies the children who 
are being called with ‘this generation’. In dismissing this view, they 
argue: 


“We piped to you and you did not dance’ (usually taken to refer to Jesus) 
comes before ‘We wailed and you did not mourn’ (usually taken to refer 
to John). Yet John made his appeal before Jesus appeared on the 
scene... The parallelism between 11.17 and 18 naturally inclines one to 
associate John with the line, "We piped to you and you did not dance’, 
Jesus with the line "We wailed and you did not mourn’ ... Those who 
speak (Aéyovo) their complaint in v. 17 (the children) are like those 
who speak (Aéyovoiv) their complaint in vv. 18 and 19 (‘He has a 
demon’, ‘Behold, a glutton... *) 67 


64. If the calling children represent the opponents of John and Jesus, then the 
sequence of the complaints regarding the failure to dance—John's sternness—and 
then the failure to mourn—Jesus' levity—parallels the sequence of the comments 
in the explanatory note on the response to John and then the response to Jesus (cf. 
vv. 18-19), and also parallels the sequence of John's and Jesus' respective 
ministries. 

65. All major modern translations render ópota eotiv in this, or an equivalent, 
manner. 

66. Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 2nd rev. edn, 1972), pp. 101-102; Jeremias lists several parables in Matthew 
using this formula (13.24, 31, 33, 45, 47; 18.23; 20.1; 22.2; 25.1) that prove his 
point. 

67. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 262. They also argue: ‘11.16 
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Together, these points build a strong case for concluding that 'this 
generation' is represented by the children who are calling, and so I 
adopt this interpretation. The parable depicts the Jewish leaders as 
levelling criticism at John and Jesus for their failure to meet the expec- 
tations of the Jewish leaders. 

Note that this description of the Jewish leaders' attacks on John and 
Jesus (11.16-19) follows immediately after the description of the 
attacks on the Kingdom in the spiritual realm (11.12-15). Just as the 
Kingdom has been suffering from the violent assaults of evil spiritual 
beings, it has also been suffering from the verbal assaults of evil human 
beings.® By juxtaposing these two passages, the narrator highlights the 
motif of opposition against the Kingdom. Further, by drawing together 
these images of opposition from spiritual beings and from the Jewish 
leaders, the narrator produces the sense that the spiritual beings and the 
Jewish leaders are acting in concert in their opposition to the Kingdom. 
Therefore, Trilling's designation, 'die gottfeindliche Front', is appro- 
priate, although with a wider sense than that understood by Trilling.9? 

At this point, Jesus has been speaking for 13 consecutive verses. This 
speech is a past event from the perspective of the narrator and the narra- 
tee;"? however, in the absence of any indicator that it is being spoken in 
the past, the sheer volume of words causes the narratee to lose sight of 
the fact that the speech is a past event. Such a lengthy speech serves to 
synchronize the temporal positions of the speaker and the narratee, thus 
drawing the narratee into the scene."! Note also the lack of uptake by 
the characters in the story. This indicates that this material is addressed 
primarily to the narratee. With these features, the narrator prompts the 
narratee to take special note of this theme of opposition at this point in 
the narrative. 

The content of the following pericope makes clear the reason for this 
emphasis. In 11.20-24, the narrator depicts Jesus as pronouncing woes 


likens "this generation" to the children who reproach others for not joining their 
game’. Jeremias's observations noted above, however, negate this point. 

68. For a discussion of the characterization of the Matthean religious leaders as 
'evil', see Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, pp. 19-24. 

69. See the discussion on Trilling on p. 31 above. 

70. From the perspective of point of view on the temporal plane, the temporal 
positions of the narrator and the narratee are at a point subsequent to the resurrec- 
tion, but prior to the Parousia; see Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, p. 28; Howell, 
Matthew's Inclusive Story, pp. 212-13. 

71. Anderson, ‘Point of View in Matthew’, p. 13. 
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upon Chorazin, Bethsaida and Capernaum because of their lack of 
repentance. These are Jesus' harshest words up to this point in the nar- 
rative. Prior to ch. 11, Jesus has been shown announcing the King- 
dom's coming and offering its blessings to the people of Israel. Then, 
in 11.11-19, he sets forth the results of his efforts: the Kingdom's 
coming has prompted eschatological warfare (v. 12) in which the 
Jewish leaders—and those aligned with their ideological point of 
view—side with the forces of evil (vv. 16-19). In short, Jesus' efforts 
have met with opposition and rejection, both in the spiritual realm and 
in the physical realm. This recognition by Jesus marks the turning point 
in his ministry. The picture of Jesus as offering the Kingdom's bless- 
ings now becomes a picture of Jesus as pronouncing woes upon those 
who have rejected his offer. 

Although Jesus has expressed criticism of his opponents earlier in the 
narrative," this is his first pronouncement of woes. Further, instead of 
calling for repentance as he did earlier in his ministry (4.17), Jesus 
clearly declares the fate of those who have opposed him and rejected 
him, a fate involving judgment (11.22, 24). Therefore, this pericope 
presents Jesus’ first declaration of judgment up to this point in the 
narrative. Finally, Jesus begins to express his identity as judge, first 
introduced in 3.11-12 and kept alive in 9.14-15 and 11.2-6 by the ques- 
tions posed to Jesus by John and John’s disciples. 

Although John is not mentioned again in the narrative until the 
account of his execution in ch. 14, the narrator evokes a memory of 
John in ch. 12. Here, the Pharisees charge that Jesus casts out demons 
by Beelzebul, the ruler of the demons (12.24). In response to this 
charge, Jesus responds: 


Either make the tree good and its fruit good, or make the tree rotten and 
its fruit rotten; for the tree is known from its fruit. Brood of vipers! How 
are you able to speak good things while you are evil? (12.33-34a). 


In these verses, the stinging invective ‘Brood of vipers!’ appears in the 
context of the motif of trees bearing fruit. This same invective appeared 
in the context of this same motif in John’s judgment speech against the 
Pharisees and Sadducees (3.7b-10). Here, the narrator manipulates 
diction to have Jesus’ words match the earlier words used by John, thus 
prompting retrospection to ch. 3. 

By casting the narratee’s mind back to John’s stance toward the 


72. See, for example, 5.20, 8.12 and 10.14-15. 
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Pharisees and Sadducees, the narrator draws John's words of judgment 
into the present pericope as corroborative background for Jesus’ words 
of judgment against the Pharisees. Indeed, John is the most appropriate 
witness to invoke for the purpose of underscoring Jesus’ judgment of 
the Pharisees; it was John who was responsible for introducing the 
motif of Jesus as judge in the first place (3.11-12), and he is the only 
character in the narrative who recognizes Jesus in that role, albeit with 
a deficient understanding of the timing for its execution. ^? 

In addition, retrospection to ch. 3 from here in ch. 12 effects the same 
two results as did retrospection from ch. 4 and ch. 7 earlier in the narra- 
tive.’* First, because Jesus’ words in the present passage echo words 
spoken earlier by John, the narrator continues to condition the narratee 
to expect elements of John's story to reappear later as part of Jesus' 
story. Secondly, because the movement in ch. 3 1s oriented so strongly 
toward the pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God in 3.17, retro- 
spection to any point in ch. 3 draws the narratee's mind toward this 
climactic declaration.” As a result, the narratee views Jesus’ words of 
12.33-37 against the backdrop of the image of Jesus as the Son of God, 
and therefore sees Jesus' pronouncement of judgment against the Phar- 
isees as a pronouncement made with the authority of the Son of God. In 
this way, the narrator continues to make use of John as a target for 
retrospection at the discourse level of the narrative without even men- 
tioning him at the story level. 


73. See the discussions on 3.14, 9.14 and 11.2-3 on pp. 96-97 and 104-107 
above. 

74. See the discussions on 4.17 and 7.15-20 on pp. 102-103 above. 

75. See p. 103 above. 


Chapter 7 


JOHN: DEAD AND GONE 


The Execution of John 


The account of the execution of John (14.1-12) constitutes the third 
passage in the narrative in which major attention is paid to John.! An 
examination of this account, however, must begin with an analysis of 
13.53-58, which serves to prepare the narratee to witness this execu- 
tion. In this earlier pericope, the narrator states that Jesus comes to his 
home town and teaches in the synagogue there (v. 54a). This informa- 
tion is presented in summary narrative; therefore, it is evident that 
neither Jesus' homecoming nor his teaching is intended by the narrator 
to constitute the focus of this pericope. Instead, the focus is found in 
vv. 54b-57, material presented in scene narrative.” 

In vv. 54b-56, the townspeople express incredulity over Jesus' 
wisdom and his ability to perform mighty deeds. The narrator con- 
cludes the account of their response to Jesus with the words, "And they 
were offended by him' (v. 57a). Here, the narrator uses diction to 
prompt retrospection to the beatitude which concludes Jesus' list of 
messianic deeds reported in 11.5: “blessed is the one who is not 
offended by me (11.6). By doing so, the narrator leads the narratee to 
view the townspeople's offense at Jesus against the backdrop of his 
earlier challenge not to be offended at his display of messianic deeds. 
In this way, the townspeople's offense is depicted as a rejection of 
Jesus' messiahship. 

The narrator then presents Jesus' reaction to the townspeople's rejec- 
tion: ‘A prophet is not without honour except in his country and in his 
house' (13.57b). This proverb operates in two ways. First, at the story 


1. See the above discussions on 3.1-17 and 11.2-19 on pp. 81-99 and 106-26 
for treatments of the other two. 

2. For a discussion on summary narrative versus scene narrative, see n. 60 
above. 
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level, it shows that Jesus is not surprised by the townspeople's response 
to him, since his ministry stands in line with the ministry of the 
prophets, who are rejected by their own people as a matter of course. 
Secondly, at the discourse level, this saying serves to encapsulate the 
theme of opposition and rejection that has been developing in the narra- 
tive. Since 11.12-19, where this theme is first highlighted,? Jesus has 
been shown repeatedly facing opposition and rejection. Jesus now 
draws together all of this opposition and rejection into a proverb that 
could be summarized ‘the fate of the prophets’.° It is with this image in 
mind that the narratee now encounters John’s execution. 

The first mention of John in this account occurs in a statement by 
Herod the Tetrarch, as he expresses his ideological point of view on the 
identity of Jesus. His statement begins, ‘This is John the Baptist’ 
(v. 2a). Because this statement by Herod identifies Jesus as John the 
Baptist, the narratee recognizes that it reflects an incorrect ideological 
point of view; the narratee knows from earlier in the narrative that Jesus 
and John are two co-existing characters. Nevertheless, in identifying 
Jesus as John, Herod’s statement again raises the issue of the nature of 
the assimilation between Jesus and John that has been developing in the 
narrative. As the discussions on 4.17, 7.19 and 12.33-34a have shown, 
retrospection from these verses to ch. 3 has been conditioning the 
narratee to expect elements of John’s story to reappear as part of Jesus’ 
story. To this point, however, the assimilation between Jesus and John 
has been limited to phraseology; it has developed no further than the 
repetition by Jesus of words spoken by John. 

Now the narrator further develops this assimilation by directing the 
narratee’s attention beyond the level of phraseology to the level of 
experience. Up to this point in the narrative, each time John has 
appeared in the story-line, he has been depicted as one who acts: 
preaching and baptizing (3.1-15) and sending messages through his 
disciples (9.14; 11.2-3). John has never appeared in the story-line as 
one who is acted upon. This is true even of his arrest; the narrator does 


3. Seep. 126 above. 

4. Cf. the Pharisees’ opposition to Jesus on the issue of plucking grain on the 
Sabbath (12.1-8); the Pharisees’ contention with him on the issue of healing on the 
Sabbath that culminates in their conspiring to destroy him (12.9-14); the Pharisees’ 
accusation that he casts out demons by Beelzebul (12.22-32); the request of the 
scribes and Pharisees for him to provide a sign for them (12.38-42). 

5. (Cf. Trilling, ‘Die Taufertradition’, p. 274. 
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not include this event in the story-line as a narrated event, but merely 
mentions it at 4.12 in a participial phrase, with the event itself having 
occurred at some earlier time. Therefore, this account of John's execu- 
tion represents the first time in the story-line that John is depicted as 
one being acted upon. As a result, the narratee—already conditioned to 
expect elements of John's story to reappear as part of Jesus' story—is 
now prompted to refine that understanding: not only will the words of 
John reappear later in the speech of Jesus, but also the things that 
happen to John will later happen to Jesus as well. 

This pericope describes five things that happen to John: (1) he is 
arrested, bound and imprisoned (v. 3); (2) he is faced with the desire of 
his captor to have him executed, although that desire is tempered by 
fear of the crowds (v. 5); (3) he is ordered by his captor to be executed, 
although with reluctance on the part of his captor (v. 9); (4) he is put to 
death by a mode of execution appropriate for a criminal (v. 10); (5) he 
has his corpse buried by his disciples (v. 12). After having witnessed 
these things in John's experience, the narratee now expects to see them 
in Jesus’ experience as well.’ 

This description of John’s fate is significant from the perspective of 
point of view on the spatial plane, because it constitutes one of only 
two passages of any significant length in which Jesus does not appear 
and is not even mentioned.® The presence or absence of this account 
makes no difference to the flow of this story about Jesus; therefore, its 
contribution to the narrative is not to be found at the story level.’ 


6. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 474. 

7. Cf. Davies and Allison, Saint Matthew, II, p. 476. This expectation by the 
narratee will be fulfilled in the account of Jesus' passion; see pp. 141-42 below. 

8. The other passage is 3.1-10. 

9. It could be argued that the execution of John is significant to the flow of the 
story-line in that the report of it prompts Jesus to withdraw to a desolate place (cf. 
v. 13). This argument is based on the assumption that the narrative of v. 13 acts as a 
continuation of the narrative of v. 12. This assumption, however, is not valid. It 
must be noted that v. 3 is introduced by an explanatory yáp, thus indicating that vv. 
3-12 constitute an explanatory note on a detail alluded to in v. 2, that is, that John is 
now dead. Therefore, v. 13 does not serve as a continuation of v. 12, but of v. 2. As 
a result, Jesus does not withdraw to a desolate place because he has heard of John's 
execution, but rather because he has heard that Herod thinks he is John who has 
risen from the dead. Cf. Lamar Cope, ‘The Death of John the Baptist in the Gospel 
of Matthew; or, The Case of the Confusing Conjunction', CBQ 38 (1976), pp. 515- 
19. 
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Rather, the narrator's purpose in using this passage is to impact the 
narratee at the discourse level of the narrative. In this account of John's 
execution, the narratee is prompted to see this depiction of John's fate 
as a precursor of Jesus' fate. As a result, the narratee now anticipates 
Jesus' own arrest and execution. Therefore, everything that Jesus says 
and does from this point on in the narrative will be viewed in that light. 

From the perspective of point of view on the temporal plane, this 
pericope is striking because it constitutes the most important diver- 
gence in the narrative between story time and discourse time;!? the exe- 
cution of John takes place at some point earlier in story time, but the 
narrator delays an account of it until this point in the narrative. This 
delay allows the narrator to use John's fate as an illustration of the 
motif ‘the fate of the prophets’ introduced at the end of ch. 13. Up to 
that point, Jesus had been shown as facing opposition and rejection 
from many sides.!! Then the narrator drew together this growing theme 
of opposition and rejection into the motif of 'the fate of the prophets' 
(13.57). Only after the introduction of this motif does the narrator insert 
the account of John's execution. If the narrator had related John's exe- 
cution in its appropriate spot in story time, it would have been too early 
to serve as an illustration for the fate of the prophets. Therefore, the 
narrator makes this divergence between story time and discourse time 
in order to have the account of John's execution follow the introduction 
of the motif of the fate of the prophets, thus presenting John's fate as an 
example. 

With the account of his execution in 14.1-12, John is removed from 
the story-line in a conclusive manner. As a result, the narratee now 
really has no reason to expect to see him or hear of him again. There- 
fore, a reference to John two chapters later in the account of Peter's 
confession (16.13-20) serves to jolt the narratee. 


Peter's Confession 


This pericope begins with Jesus' questioning of his disciples on the 
popular opinion about his identity (v. 13), and with the disciples' 


10. For a discussion on the distinction between story time and discourse time, 
see Powell, What Is Narrative Criticism?, pp. 36-37. See also Culpepper, Anatomy 
of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 53-54, who uses the term 'narrative time' instead of 
‘discourse time’. 

1I. Seen. 4 above. 
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responding, ‘Some say John the Baptist; others say Elijah; and others 
say Jeremiah or one of the prophets' (v. 14). An examination of this 
pericope as a whole reveals that this opening exchange regarding public 
opinion on Jesus' identity (vv. 13-14) is unnecessary at the story level 
of the narrative. The focus of this pericope is Peter's confession (v. 16), 
which constitutes a response to Jesus' second question, an inquiry as to 
the disciples’ opinion on his identity (v. 15). The narrator could have 
omitted the first exchange and presented only the second exchange 
between Jesus and his disciples with no adverse effect on the flow of 
the story-line. Therefore, the significance of the first exchange, with its 
reference to John, must lie at the discourse level of the narrative. 

The reference to the crowds' misunderstanding of Jesus as John the 
Baptist prompts retrospection to the account of John's execution (14.1- 
12) in which Herod the Tetrarch expressed the same misunderstanding. 
As a result, the dominant motif of that passage—the fate of the 
prophets—is drawn in as a backdrop against which the narratee views 
the disciples' report in 16.14 on popular opinion regarding Jesus' iden- 
tity. In this report, Jesus is identified repeatedly and exclusively with 
prophets.'* This identification of Jesus with prophets, viewed against a 
backdrop of the fate of the prophets, provides the narratee with another 
picture of what is in store for Jesus: he is about to suffer a fate that is in 
line with the fate of the prophets. 

The narrator immediately follows this picture of Jesus' suffering the 
fate of the prophets with Peter's declaration that Jesus is the Messiah, 
the Son of the living God (16.16). By juxtaposing the idea of Jesus as 
Messiah with the idea of Jesus as suffering the fate of the prophets, the 
narrator prompts the narratee to see Jesus' messiahship in a new light. 
The narratee now sees that Jesus' messiahship involves his suffering 
the fate of the prophets.? 


Descent from the Mount of Transfiguration 


The next mention of John the Baptist occurs in ch. 17 in an interaction 
between Jesus and some of his disciples. After his transfiguration, Jesus 


12. The references to ‘Elijah’, ‘Jeremiah’ and ‘one of the prophets’ each clearly 
identifies Jesus with a prophet. In like manner, the reference to ‘John the Baptist’ 
does the same; although John is labelled ‘Baptist’, the way in which he is presented 
in 3.7-12 clearly depicts him in a prophetic role, and he is expressly designated a 
prophet by Jesus in 11.9. 

13. This idea is presented in explicit terms a few verses later in 16.21. 
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commands these disciples, "Tell to no one the vision until the Son of 
Man has been raised from among the dead' (17.9). In response to Jesus' 
command for silence, the disciples ask, “Then why do the scribes say 
that it is necessary for Elijah to come first?' (17.10). This question is 
connected syntactically to the preceding verse with the conjunction 
ov. Since the disciples’ question of v. 10 does not logically follow 
Jesus’ command in v. 9 to tell no one the vision, the conjunction oov 
must connect the question to the vision itself. Therefore, the disciples' 
response could be paraphrased, 'If you really are the Messiah as was 
suggested by the vision, where is Elijah who is supposed to precede 
you?’ 

The disciples’ reference to the coming of Elijah prompts retrospec- 
tion to the passage on John the Baptist in ch. 11, the one other place in 
the narrative that mentions the coming of Elijah. As a result, the 
description of the Kingdom’s suffering violent attacks (11.12) with its 
identification of John as Elijah who is to come (11.14) is drawn in as a 
backdrop against which the narratee views the present pericope. 
Because of this, the narratee knows the answer to the disciples’ 
dilemma: Elijah has indeed preceded Jesus in the person of John the 
Baptist. Therefore, the narratee is not surprised when he or she hears 
Jesus say: ‘Elijah has already come’ (17.12a). Further, against the 
backdrop of the image of the Kingdom’s suffering violent attacks 
drawn in from 11.12-15, Jesus’ assertion that ‘they did to htm whatever 
they wanted’ (17.12c) depicts John as a casualty in the war raging 
between the Kingdom of Satan and the Kingdom of God.'* 

Jesus continues, ‘In this way also the Son of Man is about to suffer 
by them’ (v. 12d). Back in his command for silence, Jesus alluded to 
the fate of the Son of Man: ‘Tell no one the vision until the Son of Man 
has been raised from the dead’ (v. 9; emphasis added). However, the 
disciples’ response focused exclusively on the vision, apparently ignor- 
ing this allusion to the suffering of the Son of Man. Now Jesus draws 
the disciples’ attention back to this theme of suffering with his com- 
ment about the Son of Man at the end of v. 12: ‘In this way also the 
Son of Man is about to suffer at their hands’. With the opening words 
‘In this way also’, Jesus links his own fate to the fate of John; Jesus 
knows that, like John, he also will fall as a casualty of the war raging 
between the Kingdom of Satan and the Kingdom of God. 


14. For a discussion on this war between the Kingdom of Satan and the King- 
dom of God, see pp. 120-21 above. 
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This interpretation finds support in the wording of 17.12. Note that 
Jesus, in describing the fate of John, uses verbs in the third-person 
plural without specifying the subjects: ‘they did not recognize him, but 
they did to him whatever they wanted' (emphasis added). While the 
antecedent of these third-person plural subjects might appear to be the 
scribes mentioned in v. 10, the narratee knows from the account of 
John's execution that it was not the scribes who 'did to him whatever 
they wanted', but rather Herod the Tetrarch (14.1-12). Therefore, the 
third-person plural subjects implied by the verbs of v. 12 must be 
understood in some other way. 

The backdrop of fierce opposition against the Kingdom drawn in 
from ch. 11 influences the narratee's understanding here. As noted 
above, the juxtaposition of the passage describing the attacks against 
the Kingdom by evil spiritual beings (11.12-15) with the ‘Parable of the 
Children' and its rebuke against the Jewish leaders for their opposition 
against John and Jesus (11.16-19) creates the sense that the spiritual 
beings and the Jewish leaders act in concert in their opposition to the 
Kingdom, thus forming a common front of opposition spanning both 
the spiritual realm and the physical realm. With the image of this 
common front of opposition drawn in as a backdrop against which the 
discussion on Elijah is viewed, the narratee sees the statement of v. 
12—'they did to him whatever they wanted’—as referring to members 
of this common front. Therefore, the narratee understands that it is 
members of this common front of opposition, and not just the scribes, 
who collectively 'did not recognize [John]'. Likewise, the narratee 
understands that it is members of this common front of opposition, and 
not just Herod the Tetrarch, who collectively ‘did to him whatever they 
wanted'. This understanding also influences the way in which the narra- 
tee views Jesus’ concluding statement, ‘In this way also the Son of Man 
is about to suffer by them’ (v. 12d; emphasis added). The narratee 
understands this as another reference to members of the common front 
of opposition. As a result, Jesus' impending fate is characterized as the 
work of this common front of opposition that spans both spiritual realm 
and physical realm. 

To close this pericope, the narrator states, "Then the disciples under- 
stood that he spoke to them concerning John the Baptist' (17.13). With 
this assertion, the narrator informs the narratee that the disciples finally 
understand what the narratee already knew as early as 11.14, that John 


15. See p. 126 above. 
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is Elijah who is to come. However, although this statement indicates 
that the disciples grasp Jesus' explanation on John as set out in vv. 11- 
12, it does not indicate that they grasp his concluding statement on the 
Son of Man. Therefore, just as the disciples’ question of v. 10 suggests 
that they miss Jesus' allusion in v. 9 to his coming suffering, so also 
this statement by the narrator in v. 13 suggests that the disciples also 
miss Jesus' reference in v. 12 to his coming suffering. 


Jesus' Confrontation with Jewish Leaders in Jerusalem 


In 21.23-27, the narrator presents an interaction between Jesus and the 
Jewish leaders on the issue of authority. In this pericope, chief priests 
and elders of the people approach Jesus and ask, ‘By what [xoiq] 
authority do you do these things, and who gave to you this authority?' 
(v. 23). Douglas R.A. Hare asserts that the use of the interrogative pro- 
noun motos assumes that there are different kinds of authority, and he 
suggests three possible kinds: from God, from Satan and from self.!ó 
However, this narrative exhibits a strong tendency toward simplifying 
issues down to only two possibilities; as Kingsbury puts it: 


Characteristic of a gospel story like Matthew is that the many conflicting 
evaluative points of view expressed by the various characters can fun- 
damentally be reduced to two: the ‘true’ and the ‘untrue’. No effort is 
made in Matthew to carve out room for grey areas. The measuring rod 
for distinguishing truth from untruth is, as the passage 16.23 indicates, 
eines the things of God (as opposed to 'thinking the things of 
men"). 


Because of this tendency toward framing all issues in terms of the ideo- 
logical point of view of God on the one hand and the ideological point 
of view of human beings on the other hand, I contend that the narratee 
would see only two kinds of authority as possible answers to the Jewish 
leaders’ question regarding the source of Jesus’ authority: divine 
authority or human authority. 

Given the negative characterization of the Jewish leaders to this point 
in the narrative, the narratee knows that their question to Jesus does not 
represent a mere inquiry for information, but rather constitutes an 
attempt to entrap Jesus. In posing this question, the Jewish leaders try 


16. Douglas R.A. Hare, Matthew (Louisville, KY: John Knox Press, 1993), 
p. 245. 
17. Kingsbury, Matthew as Story, p. 34. 
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to create a dilemma for Jesus. They attempt to force him either to dis- 
credit himself in the eyes of the crowds by admitting that his authority 
does not come from God, or to make the blasphemous claim that he 
does indeed act with God's authority.'* 

Jesus responds by saying, 'I also will ask you a question, and if you 
answer me, I also will tell you by what authority I do these things. 
From where was the baptism of John, from heaven or from a human 
source?' (21.24-25a). At the story level of the narrative, this response 
creates a dilemma for the Jewish leaders, as demonstrated by their 
deliberations presented in vv. 25b-26. Jesus is thus released from the 
need to answer the dilemma that the Jewish leaders originally pose to 
him. 

In addition, Jesus' response engages the narratee at the discourse 
level of the narrative. Note that Jesus does not ask the Jewish leaders 
about the source of John's authority; rather, he asks more specifically 
about the source of the authority behind John's baptism. With this ref- 
erence to John's baptism, the narrator prompts retrospection to ch. 3. 
Because the movement in ch. 3 is oriented so strongly toward the pro- 
nouncement of Jesus as the Son of God in 3.17, the narratee's mind is 
drawn toward this climactic declaration.!? As a result, the narratee 
views Jesus' response to the Jewish leaders in the present pericope 
against the backdrop of the image of Jesus as the Son of God. There- 
fore, at the story level the Jewish leaders are deprived of an answer 
from Jesus on the issue of the source of his authority, but at the 
discourse level the narratee is provided with the answer: Jesus acts with 
the authority of the Son of God. 

The Jewish leaders' deliberations (vv. 25b-26) constitute another 
instalment in their negative characterization by the narrator. As the 
Jewish leaders deliberate on what answer to give to Jesus' question 
regarding the source of John's baptism, they first consider the possibil- 
ity of responding, “From heaven’ (21.25b). The narratee knows that this 
response reflects a correct ideological point of view, for the account of 
John's ministry of baptism in 3.5-15 was prefaced by his legitimation 
for the task through the citation of his fulfilling a prophecy regarding 
the way-preparer of the Lord (3.3). Yet the narratee sees that the Jewish 
leaders are not willing to give this answer. Instead, they go on to 


18. Cf. 9.2-8, where Jesus faces a charge of blasphemy when he claims author- 
ity to forgive sins. 
19. See p. 102 above. 
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consider the possibility of responding, ‘From a human source’ (v. 26a). 
The narratee knows that this response reflects an incorrect ideological 
point of view, yet the narratee sees that it does reflect the ideological 
point of view of the Jewish leaders, for they would give this answer if 
not for fear of the crowd (v. 26b). Therefore, these deliberations depict 
the Jewish leaders as characters who reject a correct ideological point 
of view and adhere to an incorrect one. 

Further, it should be noted that in the Jewish leaders' deliberations, 
they make no effort to ascertain the correct answer as they deliberate. 
Instead, they put all of their efforts into discerning the answer that will 
best suit their purposes.” As a result, they appear as characters whose 
words are nothing more than self-serving utterances. Because of this, 
the Jewish leaders' unreliability is accentuated. 

In deciding against the answer ‘From a human source’, the Jewish 
leaders reason, '[W]e fear the crowd, for all hold John as a prophet’ (v. 
26). Here, the narrator crafts the Jewish leaders’ words to match the 
description of Herod the Tetrarch's reluctance to kill John: ‘he feared 
the crowd, because it held him as a prophet’ (14.5). In this way, the 
narrator prompts retrospection to the account of John's execution, thus 
drawing in the dominant theme of that account—the fate of the 
prophets—as a backdrop against which the present confrontation 
between Jesus and the Jewish leaders is viewed. As a result, this con- 
frontation is understood by the narratee as a step toward Jesus' meeting 
the fate of the prophets. 

The narrator has Jesus continue his response to the Jewish leaders 
with a parable (21.28-32). In this parable, a father asks one of his sons 
to work in the vineyard (21.28). Although the son at first refuses, he 
later goes and thus does as his father asks (v. 29). The father also asks a 
second son to work in the vineyard (v. 30a). Although this son at first 
agrees, he later does not go and thus does not do as his father asks (v. 
30b). When Jesus asks the Jewish leaders which of the two sons did the 
will of their father, they answer, ‘The first’ (v. 31a).?! Jesus then inter- 
prets the parable for the Jewish leaders, by identifying tax collectors 
and prostitutes with the first son. Like the first son, the tax collectors 
and prostitutes move from disobedience to obedience, for they believed 
John when he 'came to [them] in the way of righteousness' (v. 32a), 


20. Cf. Patte, Matthew, p. 294. 
21. The manuscript evidence for vv. 29-31 exhibits significant textual problems. 
For a text-critical analysis of this material, see the Appendix. 
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that is, in obedience to the divine will.” Therefore, by recognizing obe- 
dience in the behavior of the first son, the Jewish leaders unwittingly 
endorse the stance of the tax collectors and prostitutes who understand 
John's ministry to be in accordance with the divine will. In this way, 
the Jewish leaders are tricked into admitting what they earlier refused 
to admit, that the authority behind John's baptism is indeed 'from 
heaven'. 

The Jewish leaders' answer here is also pertinent to the question left 
unanswered in 21.23-27 regarding the source of Jesus' authority. Since 
the Jewish leaders are forced to admit that John's ministry of baptism 
was divinely ordained, they cannot avoid the conclusion that Jesus’ 
messianic ministry is also divinely ordained. After all, it was through 
John's ministry of baptism that Jesus received his anointing as the 
Messiah.” As a result, the Jewish leaders are tricked into providing the 
answer to their original question regarding the source of Jesus' author- 
ity: Jesus' authority comes from God. In this way, the Jewish leaders 
themselves provide the answer that Jesus could not give without leaving 
himself open to a charge of blasphemy. Therefore, in this confrontation 
with the Jewish leaders, Jesus first avoids having to acknowledge that 
his authority is from heaven, and then tricks the Jewish leaders into 
making that acknowledgment for him. 

It remains to consider the narrator's purpose in emphasizing Jesus' 
authority at this point in the narrative. This discussion on Jesus' 
authority is followed immediately by the ‘Parable of the Wicked Ten- 
ants’ (21.33-44). Kingsbury demonstrates that this parable constitutes 
the first public claim—albeit in allegory—that Jesus is the Son of 
God.^^ To prepare for this momentous pronouncement by Jesus, the 
narrator inserts the discussion on Jesus’ authority for the purpose of 
emphasizing that it does indeed have its source in God. In this way, the 
narratee sees Jesus’ claim to divine sonship in the ‘Parable of the 
Wicked Tenants’ as a claim made with divine authority. 

As we have just seen, the narrator uses John in the material preparing 
for this first public pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God.?° 


22. See pp. 97-98 above. 

23. See p. 98 above. 

24. Jack Dean Kingsbury, “The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen and the 
Secret of Jesus’ Divine Sonship in Matthew: Some Literary-Critical Observations’, 
JBL 105 (1986), pp. 643-55 (646-52). 

25. See the discussion on 21.25-26 and 21.32, above on pp. 137-39. 
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Similarly, the narrator used John in the preparatory material for the first 
private pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God: God's declaration at 
Jesus’ baptism that ‘This is my son 78 In both of these passages, the 
narrator uses John as a preparer of Jesus’ way at the discourse level of 
the narrative to accompany his role in ch. 3 as the preparer of Jesus' 
way at the story level of the narrative. 

The narrator describes the Jewish leaders’ reaction to the ‘Parable of 
the Wicked Tenants' by saying, "And although they were seeking to 
seize him, they feared the crowds, because they held him as a prophet 
(21.46; emphasis added). This statement is striking to the narratee, for 
the Jewish leaders said virtually the same thing only twenty verses ear- 
lier.? These two statements so close together impress on the narratee 
that the Jewish leaders are too weak to stand up for their convictions; in 
both episodes, the Jewish leaders wish to act, but decide not to act on 
their wishes for fear of the crowd. Therefore, these two statements con- 
tribute to the negative characterization of the Jewish leaders by showing 
these characters, who are supposed to be leaders for the crowd, being 
themselves led by the crowd. 

The description in 21.46 of the Jewish leaders' reaction to the 
‘Parable of the Wicked Tenants’ impacts the narratee in another way as 
well. It is evident that the narrator is here using diction to match the 
Jewish leaders’ reaction with Herod the Tetrarch’s reluctance to kill 
John for ‘he feared the crowd, because it held him as a prophet’ (14.5). 
This results in retrospection to the account of John’s execution (14.1- 
12). In this way, the narrator brings to mind for the narratee the domi- 
nant theme of that account—the fate of the prophets—and draws it in 
as a backdrop against which the narratee views the Jewish leaders’ 
murderous intentions. Thus the narratee sees the Jewish leaders’ desire 
to seize Jesus as one more step toward Jesus’ meeting the fate of the 
prophets. 

As the story progresses, the Jewish leaders’ opposition to Jesus 
mounts.”* In the context of this growing opposition, Jesus unleashes a 


26. See the discussion on 3.1-17 in Chapter 5. 

27. Cf. ‘[W]e fear the crowd, for all hold John as a prophet’ (21.26). 

28. This growing opposition is evidenced by attempts in three consecutive peri- 
copae to entrap him: in 22.15-22, Pharisees try to entrap Jesus with a question on 
whether or not it is lawful to pay taxes to Caesar; in 22.23-33, Sadducees attempt to 
trick him with a question on the resurrection of the dead; in 22.34-40, a Pharisee 
tests him by asking which is the greatest commandment in the law. 
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scathing diatribe against the Jewish leaders, a diatribe that increases in 
intensity as it progresses (23.1-36). As the diatribe reaches its climax in 
a pronouncement of judgment against the Jewish leaders, Jesus 
addresses them with the words, ‘Brood of vipers!’ (v. 33). This form of 
address prompts retrospection to ch. 3 by repeating John's stinging 
invective against the Jewish leaders who were coming out to witness 
his baptism (3.7). Because the movement in ch. 3 is oriented so 
strongly toward the pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God at the 
end of the chapter (3.17), retrospection to any point in that chapter 
draws the narratee toward this climactic declaration. As a result, the 
image of Jesus as the Son of God is drawn into ch. 23 as a backdrop 
against which Jesus' words of judgment are viewed. In this way, the 
narratee is shown that these words of judgment are spoken with the 
authority of the Son of God. 

At the beginning of ch. 26, the narrator weaves into the narrative a 
sense of imminence regarding Jesus' fate, thus intensifying the theme 
of opposition against him. The narrator has Jesus say to his disciples, 
“You know that after two days the Passover occurs, and the Son of Man 
will be handed over in order to be crucified' (26.2). To this point in the 
narrative, Jesus has already made three passion predictions,” but here 
for the first time, a passion prediction provides a specific time frame: in 
‘two days’ Jesus will meet his fate. 

Immediately following this passion prediction, the narrator describes 
a gathering of Jewish leaders planning to seize (kpatnowotv) and kill 
Jesus (vv. 3-4). To this point in the narrative, the verb kpatéw has been 
used only once, back in 14.3 to depict the seizure of John the Baptist by 
Herod the Tetrarch. In that context, the narratee was led to understand 
John's experience as prefiguring Jesus' experience: the things that 
happen to John will later happen to Jesus.*! Now, in 26.4, the narratee 
sees this beginning to happen. Just as Herod seized John, so the Jewish 
leaders plan to seize Jesus. 

The recurrence of the verb kpax£o operates in another way as well. 
Its use in 26.4 prompts retrospection to the earlier account of John's 
execution. As a result, the dominant motif of that account—the fate of 
the prophets—is drawn in as a backdrop to this passage in ch. 26; there- 
fore, the narratee views this gathering of Jewish leaders as a further 


29. See p. 102 above. 
30. 16.21, 17.22-23 and 20.17-19. 
31. See p. 131 above. 
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step toward Jesus' meeting the fate of the prophets. 

The same dynamic operates later in ch. 26 as well. In the account of 
the circumstances surrounding, and following, Jesus' arrest (vv. 47-57), 
the verb kpatéo is used four times in the span of ten verses (vv. 48, 50, 
55 and 57). As each of these usages of kpaté@ also prompts retrospec- 
tion to the account of John's execution, the narratee views the arrest of 
Jesus against the backdrop of the fate of the prophets, and thus as yet 
another step toward Jesus' meeting that fate. 

As the story of Jesus’ passion continues, the narratee recognizes 
additional details reminiscent of the earlier account of John's execution. 
In 27.15-26, Pilate reluctantly orders Jesus’ execution, just as in 14.9 
Herod the Tetrarch reluctantly ordered John's execution. In 27.32-50, 
Jesus is put to death by crucifixion, a mode of execution reserved for 
criminals, just as in 14.10 John was put to death by beheading, also a 
mode of execution reserved for criminals.?? In 27.57-60, Joseph of 
Arimathea—specifically designated a disciple of Jesus (v. 57c)—carries 
out the burial of Jesus, just as in 14.12 the disciples of John carried out 
the burial of John. Throughout the account of Jesus' passion, the narra- 
tee is prompted to think back to the account of John's execution. In this 
way, the motif of the fate of the prophets is repeatedly drawn in as a 
backdrop against which the events of Jesus' passion are witnessed. In 
this way, the narrator induces the narratee to see Jesus' fate as an 
example of the fate of the prophets. Thus, the narrator continues to use 
John as a target of retrospection at the discourse level of the narrative 
long after John has been removed from the story-line as a character 
(14.1-12), and even long after the final reference to John in the narra- 
tive (21.32). 


32. See n. 6 above. 


CONCLUSIONS 


This study demonstrates that the Matthean narrator utilizes John the 
Baptist to a great extent in his narrative. This is certainly true in ch. 3, a 
time in the story when John is free to move about as he pleases. How- 
ever, even after John is arrested, imprisonment is not capable of thwart- 
ing John's usefulness to the narrator. In fact, even death cannot stop 
him. The narrator finds John useful for the execution of a variety of 
narrative moves whether he is free, bound, or even dead. 

In his first appearance, John plays a significant role at the story level 
of the narrative, for he acts as the forerunner of Jesus. In this capacity, 
he administers the baptism that serves as Jesus' anointing as the 
Messiah, the ‘Anointed One’. However, the narrator also includes many 
details in this introduction of John (3.1-15) that do not play a significant 
role at the story level of the narrative, for they have nothing to do with 
John's baptism of Jesus. For example, the description of John's food 
and clothing (v. 4) and the description of his rebuking the Pharisees and 
Sadducees (vv. 7-10) do not contribute to the development of the plot. 
Further, even after John fades from the story-line after his baptism of 
Jesus, the narrator continues to make mention of John throughout most 
of the rest of the narrative. These references, however, tend not to make 
a significant contribution at the story level. Rather, they find their 
significance in the contribution that they make at the discourse level. In 
other words, the narrator does not use these references to John to fur- 
ther the plot, but rather to make rhetorical moves in an effort to 
influence the way in which the narratee experiences the narrative. 

At the story level, John's role as forerunner is exhausted after his 
baptism of Jesus, and so John fades from the story-line. At the dis- 
course level, however, the narrator continues to present this theme of 
John as forerunner by casting him in the role of Elijah. The narrator 
begins this identification of John as Elijah with the description of 
John's clothing (3.4), crafted to match the description of Elijah's 
clothing in 2 Kgs 1.8. Later, the narrator makes this identification 
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explicit by having Jesus—already established as a reliable source of the 
narrator’s own ideological point of view—state that John is Elijah who 
is to come (11.14). However, the significance of this identification does 
not become clear until 17.9-13, where Jesus explains that Elijah had 
returned but was killed, and that he himself would meet the same fate. 
Here, the narratee finally understands that John is not only Jesus’ fore- 
runner in his preparing the way for Jesus’ messianic ministry; in addi- 
tion, through his death, John is Jesus’ forerunner with regard to Jesus’ 
fate. 

At the discourse level of the narrative, the narrator enhances this 
theme of John as Jesus’ forerunner to death by using John as the target 
of retrospection. In only two passages of any significant length does the 
narrator abandon a spatial position following Jesus or someone speak- 
ing about Jesus, and both of these passages pertain to John: the intro- 
duction of John into the narrative (3.1-10) and the account of John’s 
execution (14.3-12a). An examination of these passages reveals that the 
narrator has established them as repositories of motifs that act as targets 
for retrospection from later points in the narrative. Therefore, these 
passages are not significant for the contribution they make at the story 
level of the narrative. Instead, they find their significance in the contri- 
bution that they can make to the process of retrospection operating at 
the discourse level of the narrative. 

In John’s introduction into the narrative (3.1-10), the narrator 
includes a number of motifs as part of John’s phraseology. These 
include the summary of John’s message: ‘Repent, for the Kingdom of 
Heaven has drawn near’ (v. 2); the stinging invective, ‘Brood of 
vipers!’ (v. 7); and the motif of trees bearing fruit (v. 10). Then, at 
various points later in the narrative, the narrator includes these same 
motifs as part of Jesus’ phraseology: Jesus inaugurates his ministry 
with the words, ‘Repent, for the Kingdom of Heaven has drawn near’ 
(4.17); he addresses the Jewish leaders twice with the invective, ‘Brood 
of vipers!’ (12.34; 23.33); and he speaks of trees bearing fruit on two 
occasions (7.19; 12.33). This demonstrates the narrator’s use of diction 
to have Jesus echo words spoken earlier by John. Each reiteration by 
Jesus of one of these motifs prompts retrospection to the initial presen- 
tation of that motif from the mouth of John in 3.1-10. In this way, the 
narrator conditions the narratee to expect to see an identification 
between John and Jesus according to which elements of John’s story 
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reappear later as part of Jesus' story. In this way, John acts as fore- 
runner for Jesus at the discourse level of the narrative. 

In the account of John's execution (14.3-12a), the narrator again 
includes a number of motifs. However, these motifs do not occur as 
part of John's phraseology, but as part of John's experience: John is 
seized (kpaxéo) by Herod (v. 3); John is threatened by Herod’s desire 
to kill him, although this desire is tempered by fear of the crowd, which 
holds John to be a prophet (v. 5); John's execution is ordered by a 
reluctant Herod (v. 9); John is beheaded, a mode of execution reserved 
for criminals (v. 10); John is buried by his disciples (v. 12). Then, at 
various points later in the narrative, the narrator includes these same 
motifs as part of Jesus' experience (21.26, 46; 26.4, 43, 50, 55, 57; 
27.15-26, 32-50). Each reiteration of one of these motifs again prompts 
retrospection to the initial presentation of that motif, this time from the 
experience of John in 14.3-12a. Thus, the narrator takes the 
identification between John and Jesus to a new level. Prior to ch. 14, 
this identification involves a general expectation for elements of John's 
story to reappear later as part of Jesus' story. With the new set of motifs 
in 14.3-12a, the identification between John and Jesus evolves into a 
more specific form: the events of John's experience will later recur as 
part of Jesus’ experience as well. In this way, the narrator uses retro- 
spection at the discourse level of the narrative to enhance the theme of 
John's acting as Jesus' forerunner to death. 

The dynamic of retrospection is used by the narrator for another pur- 
pose as well. An examination of the material in ch. 3 reveals that the 
movement of that chapter is oriented strongly toward the climactic 
pronouncement of Jesus as the Son of God which appears at the end of 
the chapter (v. 17). Because of this, when a later passage prompts retro- 
spection to any point in ch. 3, the narratee's mind is drawn toward this 
climactic pronouncement. As a result, the image of Jesus as the Son of 
God becomes established as a backdrop against which the narratee 
views the later passage that prompts retrospection to ch. 3. For exam- 
ple, the account of the inauguration of Jesus' ministry in 4.17 prompts 
retrospection to ch. 3, thus drawing in the image of Jesus as the Son of 
God as a backdrop. As a result, the narratee views Jesus as inaugurating 
his ministry with the authority of the Son of God. Likewise, the 
accounts of Jesus' debating with the Jewish leaders (21.24) and his 
pronouncing judgment upon them (12.33-34; 23.33) each contain 
details that prompt retrospection to ch. 3. By drawing in the image of 
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Jesus as the Son of God as a backdrop against which these passages are 
viewed, the narratee sees that Jesus debates and pronounces judgment 
with the authority of the Son of God. 

The narrator's use of retrospection in this way is not confined to John 
the Baptist as he appears in ch. 3. The account of John's execution in 
14.3-12a serves a similar function. Just as the motif of Jesus as the Son 
of God dominates ch. 3, this passage in ch. 14 is also dominated by a 
prominent theme: the fate of the prophets. As a result, when a later pas- 
sage prompts retrospection to the account of John's execution in 14.3- 
12a, the theme of the fate of the prophets is drawn in as a backdrop 
against which the narratee views the later passage. Thus, when the 
narrator prompts retrospection to 14.3-12a from various points in the 
later account of Jesus' passion, the narratee is led to view the passion 
events against the backdrop of the fate of the prophets. The narratee 
sees the Jewish leaders' desire to arrest Jesus (21.46), their seizure of 
Jesus (26.50), Pilate's reluctant order for his execution (27.15-26), 
Jesus' crucifixion (27.32-50) and his burial by a disciple (27.57) all as 
steps in Jesus' suffering the fate of the prophets. 

In addition to the narrator's use of John as a target of retrospection, 
the narrator also uses him to communicate the idea of Jesus as judge. 
Each time the narrator has John interact with Jesus, John expresses this 
ideological point of view. The narrator first prepares the narratee for 
this in ch. 3 where John describes the one coming after him as one who 
will baptize with the Holy Spirit and with fire (3.11), a clear reference 
to the bestowal of blessing and the execution of judgment. Immediately 
thereafter, Jesus appears, and John evidently expects Jesus to execute 
this ministry of baptism, for John says to Jesus: ‘I have a need to be 
baptized by you' (3.14). Then, in ch. 9, John's disciples indicate their 
expectation that Jesus' disciples should be fasting in the face of the 
judgment that Jesus as judge brings (cf. 9.14). Finally, in ch. 11, John 
questions whether Jesus is indeed the one who is to come (11.2-3), for 
Jesus does not fulfil John's expectations regarding Jesus' role as judge. 

Prior to ch. 11, Jesus is shown announcing the Kingdom's coming 
and offering its blessing to the people of Israel. During this part of his 
ministry, he has had no reason to execute his role as judge. However, in 
ch. 11, Jesus sets forth the results of his efforts: the Kingdom has 
suffered attacks by evil spiritual beings in the spiritual realm (11.12), 
and the Jewish leaders have added opposition against the Kingdom in 
the physical realm (11.16-19). In the face of this rejection of the 
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Kingdom, Jesus assumes his role as judge (11.20-24). In sum, the narra- 
tor first has John introduce Jesus as judge in ch. 3 prior to the start of 
his ministry; however, Jesus has no reason to execute that role until ch. 
11. Therefore, the narrator uses John to keep alive the idea of Jesus as 
judge through the long portion of the narrative 1n which Jesus does not 
execute that role. This is the function of John’s questions to Jesus in 
3.14, 9.14 and 11.2-3—all of which relate to Jesus’ role as judge. 

To each of John's questions, the narrator has Jesus make a response, 
and each of Jesus' responses touches on his messiahship (3.15; 9.15; 
11.4-5). In this way, the narrator uses John for a christological purpose; 
by having John ask these three questions, the narrator provides Jesus 
with three opportunities to elaborate on the nature of his messiahship. 
John also plays a significant role in the christological development of 
the narrative in another way. The first major expression of the theme of 
Jesus as the Son of God occurs at the end of ch. 3 with the pronounce- 
ment by the voice of God (3.17). This private proclamation does not 
make a significant impact on the characters at the story level, for Jesus 
is the only character privy to it. From the perspective of the narratee, 
however, this pronouncement constitutes a major event in the develop- 
ment of Jesus' character. To prepare for this momentous pronounce- 
ment, the narrator uses John in the preceding material. Later, the first 
public proclamation that Jesus is the Son of God occurs—albeit in 
allegory—in the ‘Parable of the Wicked Tenants’ (21.33-41), and again 
the narrator uses John in the preparatory material for that pronounce- 
ment. Therefore, the narrator uses John—the preparer of Jesus' way— 
at the discourse level of the narrative to prepare the narratee for both 
the first private and the first public proclamations of Jesus as the Son of 
God. 

John not only plays a significant role in the characterization of Jesus; 
he also plays a significant role in the characterization of the Jewish 
leaders. His speech against the Pharisees and Sadducees (3.7-10) con- 
stitutes the narrator's first effort to characterize the Jewish leaders 
negatively, and the narrator continues this endeavour throughout the 
rest of the narrative. On two later occasions, John is used in this 
endeavour. The first of these instances occurs in the ‘Parable of the 
Children’ (11.16-19) in which the Jewish leaders are like children 
playing in the marketplace and John is like other children who do not 
respond with the expected dancing; here, John plays a part in a rebuke 
against the Jewish leaders for their opposition and rejection of the 
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Kingdom. John is used on a second occasion in Jesus' confrontation 
with the Jewish leaders over the source of his authority (21.23-27). 
Jesus draws John into the confrontation by asking the Jewish leaders 
about the source of John's baptism. Their deliberations over this ques- 
tion show how the Jewish leaders reject a correct 1deological point of 
view in favour of an incorrect one. Further, the Jewish leaders choose 
their words not for how they reflect the truth, but for how they serve the 
Jewish leaders' purposes. All of this contributes to a negative character- 
ization of them. 

From this summary of the conclusions drawn by the present study, it 
is evident that John’s primary role in the Gospel of Matthew is not at 
the story level of the narrative, but at the discourse level. With the 
exception of John’s baptism of Jesus, the material on John in this 
narrative makes no significant contribution at the story level. In fact, 
most of the material on John could be excised from the narrative with 
little or no impact on the unfolding of the story. For example, the story- 
line of ch. 3 would remain intact without the citation of John as 
fulfilling prophecy (v. 3), the description of John’s clothing and food 
(v. 4), his rebuke of the Pharisees and Sadducees (vv. 7-10), his words 
on the one coming after him (vv. 11-12) and the account of the 
exchange between John and Jesus (vv. 14-15). Further, the story-line of 
ch. 14 would not be adversely affected if all the details of John’s execu- 
tion were omitted. The narrator does not include these details for their 
contribution to the plot, but for their contribution at the discourse level 
of the narrative. Thus, the narrator uses John mainly to influence the 
way in which the narratee experiences the narrative; this is John’s 
primary significance in the Gospel of Matthew. 


Appendix 
A TEXT-CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF MATTHEW 21.29-31 
The manuscript evidence for Mt. 21.29-31 provides three different versions of the 


‘Parable of the Two Sons’. These three versions are summarized in the following 
table: 


Reading 1 Reading 2 Reading 3 
Father makes request makes request makes request 
First Son refuses, but later acts agrees, but later refuses, but 
does not act later acts 
Second Son agrees, but later refuses, but later acts agrees, but 
does not act later does not act 
‘Which did will the first son the second son the second son 


of his father?' 


Bruce M. Metzger points out that some scholars prefer the third reading because it 
is the most difficult, and thus best explains the rise of the other two.! However, 
Metzger goes on to assert that this reading is not only difficult, but nonsensical.? He 
does recognize Jerome's suggestion that the opponents intentionally give a perverse 
answer to spoil the point of the parable,? but in response, he asserts: 


But this explanation requires the further supposition that the Jews not only recognized 
that the parable was directed against themselves but chose to make a nonsensical reply 
rather than merely remain silent. Because such explanations attribute to the Jews, or to 
Matthew, far-fetched psychological or overly-subtle literary motives, the Committee 
judged that the origin of [this reading] is due to copyists who either committed a tran- 
scriptional blunder or who were motivated by anti-Pharisaic bias (i.e., since Jesus had 
characterized the Pharisees as those that say but do not practice (cf. Mt. 23.3), they 
must be represented as approving the son who said ‘I go’, and did not go). 


J. Ramsey Michaels's opinion on the third reading differs from both that of 
Jerome and that of Metzger. Michaels interprets the participle uevaueAmeic in 


1. Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2nd edn, 1994), p. 45, cites Lachmann, Merx, Wellhausen and Hirsch as 
examples. 

2. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 45. 

3. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 45. 

d Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 45. 
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v. 29 to mean ‘being regretful’ and the finite verb ànfjA0gv in vv. 29 and 30 to 
mean "went away'. On the basis of these understandings of these two key terms, 
Michaels reconstructs the parable as follows: 


What do you think of this; a certain man had two sons. Coming to the first he said, ‘My 
boy, go today and work in the vineyard'. But he answered and said 'I will not'. Later 
he went away regretful. Coming to the second, the father said the same thing. He 
answered and said, ‘Aye, sir’ and did not go away. 


If uexvaugAnOgtg and àzfjA0ev are understood in this way, the Jewish leaders’ 
answer—that it was the second son who did the will of his father—is no longer 
nonsensical nor perverse. 

Michaels’s understanding of the use of the verb dnfAGev in this parable requires 
some scrutiny. Although this verb can legitimately be rendered ‘went away’ in 
many contexts, it appears that the narrator does not intend the narratee to under- 
stand it with this sense in the present context. In the preceding chapter, the narrator 
used the verb amépyouat in the ‘Parable of the Workers in the Vineyard’ (20.1-16). 
In that parable, Jesus speaks of a householder who invites first one group of work- 
ers (v. 2), and then another group (v. 4), to work in his vineyard. The response of 
the second group of workers is described in v. 5 as oi 5€ àmfjA0ov (‘and they 
went’), clearly indicating movement into the vineyard. Now, here, in the ‘Parable 
of the Two Sons’, the verb ànépxopax is again used to describe the response to an 
invitation to work in a vineyard. Because this usage of the verb àzépxopat occurs 
so closely after its parallel usage in the ‘Parable of the Workers in the Vineyard’, I 
contend that the narratee would understand the two occurrences of this verb in the 
same way, that is, both usages of the verb anépyouat describe movement into the 
vineyard. Therefore, Michaels's argument in support of the third reading is ques- 
tionable. 

The third reading also suffers from the lack of attestation by strong witnesses; it 
is supported by only one manuscript, Codex Bezae (D), with the only other attesta- 
tion coming from several Old Latin versions and one Syriac text. It should be noted 
that all of these witnesses represent the Western text-type;" therefore, this reading 
suffers not only from a paucity of strong witnesses, but also from a lack of geo- 
graphical distribution of the few witnesses that do support it. Further, Metzger sug- 
gests the inferiority of this reading because of the various forms in which the 
Jewish leaders’ answer is found;? witnesses supporting this reading present the 
answer as either 0 Votepos (‘the latter’), o &oyetog (‘the last’), or ó SevtEpoc (‘the 
second’). On the basis of the foregoing, I conclude that the third reading should not 
be adopted. 

An analysis of the external evidence pertaining to the first and second readings 


5. J. Ramsey Michaels, ‘The Parable of the Regretful Son’, HTR 61 (1968), pp.15-26 (20-22). 

6.  Forexample, Mt. 13.25; 16.4; 19.22; 22.22; 27.60. 

7. | For the assignment of the witnesses cited in this discussion into text-types, see Bruce M. 
Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission Corruption, and Restoration (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2nd edn, 1968), pp. 42-79. 

8. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 56. 
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does not conclusively favour one reading over the other, but it does indicate that the 
first enjoys slightly stronger support than the second. While both readings find 
attestation in strong Alexandrian’? and Caesarean}? witnesses, the first also has 
some Western!! and early Byzantine? support. The breadth of the geographical 
distribution of witnesses to the first reading suggests that this reading should be 
preferred over the second reading. 

Metzger's analysis of the internal evidence points to the same conclusion. Met- 
zger provides two possible explanations for why a scribe, faced with the first read- 
ing, might have transposed the order of the two sons to yield the second reading. 
First, a scribe might have reasoned that if the first son had obeyed—as the first 
reading indicates—there would be no reason for the father to ask the second son.? 
An observation by J. Duncan M. Derrett, however, counters this explanation. 
Derrett asserts that, given the culture, all sons would have been expected to work in 
the family vineyard, and so the second son would have been asked regardless of 
what the first son had done.!^ Metzger's second possible explanation is more 
viable; he asserts: 


[I]t was natural to identify the disobedient son with either the Jews in general or with 
the chief priests and elders (verse 23) and the obedient son with either the Gentiles or 
the tax collectors and the harlots (verse 31)—and in accord with either line of interpre- 
tation, the obedient son should come last in chronological sequence.! 


This provides a plausible explanation for why a scribe might have transformed the 
first reading into the second reading. 


Based on this analysis of the internal and external evidence, I conclude that the 
first reading should be adopted. 


9. The first reading is found in Codex Sinaiticus (N), while the second reading is found in 
Codex Vaticanus (B). 

10. The first reading is supported by Family 1, while the second reading is supported by Family 
13. 

11. Thatis, the Vulgate and a few Old Latin texts. 

12. That is, Codex Freerianus (W), dated from the late fourth or early fifth century. 

13. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 46. 

14. J. Duncan M. Derrett, "The Parable of the Two Sons’, in Studies in the New Testament 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977), pp. 80-81. 

15. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 46. 
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